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Chapter 3 — Comments and Responses - SDEIS

In this Chapter comments from:

• Federal Agencies

• State Agencies

• Local Agencies

• Tribes

• Groups and Individuals

• Public Meetings

BPA completed a supplemental draft environmental impact
statement (SDEIS) for the proposed Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission
Line Project.  The SDEIS was released to the public for a 45-day review
and comment period that ended on March 1, 2003.  Five public
meetings were held at various locations in King County during the week
of February 3-6 to gather public comments on the SDEIS.

This chapter contains the written comments from letters, e-mails,
and comment sheets received during the comment period for the
SDEIS and BPA’s responses to those comments.  It also contains the
comments from the public meetings and telephone calls received
during the comment period.  Chapter 2 contains the written and oral
comments received during the comment period for the DEIS and BPA’s
responses to those comments.

Letters and comment sheets were given numbers in the order they
were received.  Separate issues in each letter were given separate
codes.  For example, letter 394 might have issues 394-001, 394-002,
and 394-003 identified within its text.  Comments from the public
meeting were also numbered.  BPA prepared responses to each of
these individual comments.

The chapter is organized in the following sequence:  comments
from federal agencies are followed by comments from state agencies
(page 3-7), local agencies (page 3-11), tribes (page 3-31), then groups
and individuals (page 3-43).  Comments from the public meetings are
at the end of the chapter (page 3-163).  Because we have organized
comments this way and often reference responses to other comments,
please use the numerical list on the back of this page for reference.  See
also the reference page in Chapter 2.  A listing of related comments by
issue is at the end of the chapter on page 3-343.
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Comment Number Begins on Page
1389 3-45
1390 3-45
1391 3-46
1392 3-46
1393 3-47
1394 3-48
1395 3-49
1396 3-50
1397 3-9
1398 3-51
1399 3-52
1400 3-53
1401 3-54
1402 3-55
1403 3-56
1404 3-57
1405 3-58
1406 3-59
1407 3-60
1408 3-60
1409 3-60
1410 3-61
1411 3-62
1412 3-63
1413 3-64
1414 3-65
1415 3-66
1416 3-67
1417 3-68
1418 3-68
1419 3-68
1420 3-165
1421 3-184
1422 3-238
1423 3-69
1424 3-70
1425 3-71
1426 3-72
1427 3-73
1428 3-74
1429 3-246
1430 3-301
1431 3-74
1432 3-74
1433 3-75
1434 3-33
1435 3-76
1436 3-77
1437 3-78
1438 3-79
1439 3-80
1440 3-81
1441 3-82
1442 3-83
1443 3-84
1444 3-85
1445 3-86
1446 3-10
1447 3-13
1448 3-87
1449 3-88
1450 3-89
1451 3-90
1452 3-91
1453 3-91
1454 3-92
1455 3-92
1458 3-93
1459 3-94
1460 3-95

Comment Number Begins on Page
1461 3-96
1462 3-97
1463 3-98
1465 3-99
1466 3-100
1467 3-101
1468 3-102
1469 3-103
1470 3-104
1471 3-104
1472 3-105
1473 3-105
1474 3-106
1475 3-107
1476 3-108
1477 3-109
1478 3-110
1479 3-111
1480 3-5
1481 3-112
1482 3-114
1483 3-115
1484 3-116
1485 3-117
1486 3-118
1487 3-34
1488 3-119
1489 3-15
1490 3-19
1491 3-120
1492 3-21
1493 3-124
1494 3-125
1495 3-126
1496 3-127
1497 3-128
1498 3-129
1499 3-130
1500 3-131
1501 3-132
1502 3-133
1503 3-134
1504 3-135
1505 3-136
1506 3-138
1507 3-140
1508 3-141
1509 3-142
1510 3-143
1511 3-144
1512 3-145
1513 3-146
1514 3-6
1515 3-27
1516 3-29
1517 3-147
1518 3-148
1519 3-149
1520 3-150
1521 3-151
1522 3-152
1523 3-153
1524 3-154
1525 3-155
1525a 3-156
1526 3-157
1527 3-158
1528 3-159
1529 3-160
1530 3-162

(Comments on the SDEIS begin with BPA log #1389; earlier letters were for scoping, or comments on the DEIS)
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1480-001

1480-001 Comment noted.

1480-002 Comment noted.

1480-003 BPA is aware of the additional work necessary if an alternative
on National Forest land is chosen and the time it would take
to complete this work.

1480-004 Thank you for your cooperation.

1480-002

1480-003

1480-004
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1514-001

1514-001 Comment noted.
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1397-001 1397-001 A list was developed from the sign-in sheets and any one
who requested to be added to the mail list was, along with
people/persons who signed in, but were not found on
previous lists.
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1446-001 Comment noted.

1446-002 and -003  Comments noted.

1446-001

1446-002

1446-003
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1447-001 Comments noted.

1447-002 The City of Kent groundwater supply area has been addressed
in the SDEIS.  Additional information has been provided in
Shannon and Wilson Inc.’s letter to BPA dated January 16,
2003.  See Appendix Y.

1447-003 See response to Comment 1447-002.

1447-004 and -005  See response to Comment 1447-002.

1447-006, -007, and -008  Comment noted.  Documented anadromous
fish use of Rock Creek, a tributary to the Cedar River at river
mile 18, includes Chinook salmon, Coho salmon, and
sockeye salmon per the Washington Department of Fisheries -
A catalog of Washington stream and salmon utilization,
Volume 1, Puget Sound (1975), and fish use information
available at Stream Net (<http://www.streamnet.org>)
accessed March 2003.  Sockeye are considered to be present
only within the main stem of the Cedar River.

1447-001

1447-002

1447-003

1447-004

1447-005

1447-006
1447-007
1447-008
1447-009
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1447-010
1447-011
1447-012
1447-013

1447-014

1447-015

1447-016

1447-017

1447-009, -010, and -011  BPA would site its transmission facilities (towers
and access roads) to minimize sensitive resources such as
streams and wetlands.  BPA avoids these resources where it
can, spans them where it can’t avoid them, and mitigates if it
can’t span them.  Impacts to the fishery resource are expected
to be low to moderate, the same as with the Proposed Action,
and the impact to wetlands are expected to be moderate with
17 acres of wetlands affected.  The impact to groundwater is
expected to be moderate to high.  The wells under the City of
Kent’s wellhead protection program are considered highly
susceptible to groundwater contamination.

1447-012 and 1447-013  Comment noted.

1447-014 and -015  The location of the Landsburg Mine adjacent to
Alternative C is discussed in the SDEIS, Section 4.1.5.1
Settlement Hazard and its location shown on Sheet C-1 of
Figure 5B of Appendix M. The transmission line ROW would
be approximately 500 feet to the east of the mine trench that
has been used as a disposal site.  We have no evidence of
harmful interactions between higher levels of electromagnetic
radiation (EMR) on toxic wastes and groundwater quality.

1447-016 and -017  Comments noted.
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1489-001

1489-001 Comment noted.

Section 21A.24.070 of the King County Code provides for an
agency or utility to apply for an exception to the Sensitive
Areas Ordinance, if the application of this chapter would
prohibit a development proposal by a public agency and
utility.

As a federal government agency, BPA is prevented from
applying for a local government permit, including an
exception to a local government code.  Since Congress has not
waived sovereign immunity with respect to local zoning
ordinances, BPA is prevented from complying with the County's
procedural requirements.  Although we do not comply with the
procedural provisions of local government code, we do comply
with the substantive intent of local government law, and we feel
we have done so in minimizing impacts to sensitive resources
to the maximum extent possible.

BPA as a federal agency does not apply for county permits, but
would meet the equivalent of county requirements where
feasible.  Due to the nature of a transmission line, it is not
possible to not impact riparian areas along streams and rivers
and wetlands and their buffers.  In order to keep a
transmission line reliable, tall-growing species of trees need to
be cut within riparian and wetland areas.  BPA is proposing to
compensate by planting/seeding low-growing plant species back
where taller trees would have been taken.  In addition BPA
would purchase, or fund the purchase of, other properties (just for
the Kangley-Echo Lake Project Alternative 1).  BPA’s intention is
to convey the land to the City of Seattle for long-term protection.
If all or part of the property is found to be unsuitable for mitigation
of habitat loss, BPA intends to sell those portions of the property
considered unsuitable for this purpose.  In this case, BPA would
sell the property subject to a restriction prohibiting residential or
commercial use.  The prohibition of commercial use would not
include timber growing and harvesting, which would continue to be
an allowable use.

BPA understands that the King County Code recognizes that
utility corridors must cross sensitive areas in order to provide
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services to King County residents, that crossing wetlands is not a
permitted alteration, and that a utility/public agency must apply
for a public agency/utility exception.  Please see previous
response.

As a federal government agency, BPA is required to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS) under the National
Environmental Policy Act before making a decision on any
major federal action, such as adding a 500-kV transmission
line to BPA's main grid.

BPA has prepared a SDEIS, identifying the impacts of nine build
alternatives, non-transmission alternatives and a No Action
Alternative.  As a part of this analysis, BPA identified how those
impacts could be mitigated.

In addition to the best management practices, BPA proposes to
offer 473 acres in compensatory mitigation to mitigate for the
loss of approximately 90 acres of habitat for the northern
spotted owl, and for alteration of 14 acres of forested wetlands
to nonforested scrub/shrub wetlands within unincorporated
King County.  The 473 acres of compensatory mitigation
would be located immediately north and immediately south
of the Cedar River Municipal Watershed.

1489-002 Comment noted.

1489-003 Comment noted.

BPA has completed a wetland delineation report, dated March
28, 2002, which has been sent to you.

For a complete review of all streams proposed to be crossed
under project Alternatives A, B, C (Options C-1 and C-2), and
D (Options D-1 and D-2), please see Appendix N of the SDEIS.
Revised Appendix A – Table A-1 of the Final Fisheries Technical
Report (see Addition to Appendix A in the FEIS) contains this
information for Alternatives 1-4.  For a complete list of streams

1489-001

1489-002
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1489-003

1489-004

1489-005

to be crossed in association with the Preferred Alternative,
please refer to Tables 3 and 5 within the Final Wetland
Delineation Report, Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission Line
Project (March 28, 2002).

1489-004 See response to Comment 1489-003.

1489-005 BPA has purchased 350 acres in the Raging River Basin and
may purchase or fund the purchase of other properties that
could be used for compensatory mitigation to mitigate for the
unavoidable impacts to sensitive resources.  These properties
may achieve greater biologic and hydrologic conditions, as
called for by KCC 21A.24.340, than would result without the
project.

BPA anticipates no alteration to streams; however, stream
buffers would be impacted, as allowed by King County Code.
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1489-005

1489-006 BPA understands King County requirements and would meet
those requirements where feasible including monitoring.1489-006
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1490-001

1490-001 and -002  Comment noted.  Please see response to
Comments 1420-001 and -002.

1490-003 Comment noted.

1490-004 and -005  Comment noted.

1490-002

1490-003

1490-004
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1490-006 Comment noted.

1490-007 Comment noted.

1490-004

1490-005

1490-006

1490-007
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1492-001

1492-002

1492-001 Comment noted.

See responses to Comment Letter 394.

1492-002 Please see Chapter 1 of the SDEIS.

1492-003 Please see Chapter 1 of the SDEIS.  Please see responses to
Comments 340-002, 1415-003, and -004.

1492-004 BPA has worked closely with the City of Seattle to develop
construction measures and stormwater pollution controls to
minimize water quality impacts from construction of the
project.  From the onset, BPA designed the project, including
placement of roads and towers, to avoid all sensitive areas, to
the maximum extent feasible.  To address unavoidable
impacts, BPA is in the process of acquiring and protecting
compensatory mitigation properties adjacent to the CRW that
will help reduce future impacts to the CRW from potential
development.  We also intend to implement new turbidity
monitoring devices in the CRW to increase awareness of when
the water supply system may need to temporarily shut down
to protect City water customers due to turbidity.  Finally, we
are acquiring insurance coverage for unforeseen events
(caused by BPA’s construction or operation and maintenance of
the transmission line), which would trigger new environmental
requirements.  We believe we are taking extraordinary steps to
address the concerns raised by the comment.

1492-005 Please see the mitigation listed for each of these resources in
the SDEIS.  Also please see responses to Comments 340-002,
1415-003, and -004.

1492-006 A Summary of Transmission Planning Studies is provided in
Appendix H (available on request).  BPA did a comprehensive
evaluation of transmission infrastructure needs which is
summarized in “BPA Infrastructure Projects, February, 2003,”
available at http://www.bpa.gov/Corporate/KC/home/keeping/
03kc/KC_Infrastructure.pdf.  A variety of alternatives were
identified to address the particular purpose and need,
including reconfiguration of existing lines in the Puget Sound
area.  The alternatives are described in Chapter 2 of the SDEIS.
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1492-003

1492-007 The primary beneficiaries are consumers in the Puget Sound
Area and in British Columbia served by retail utilities that take
service over the BPA transmission grid.  This essentially
represents all residential, commercial and industrial
consumers in the area.  For information on the Canadian
Treaty, please see Section 1.2.2 of the SDEIS, Appendix I and
response to Comments 1422-002-001, 1422-002-002 and
1421-031-001.  Consumers in the Puget Sound Area directly
benefit from the Treaty.  We believe that Canada may “make
profits in the lucrative short- and near-term markets” mostly in
the spring and summer, not in the winter when this problem
occurs.

1492-008 The reference to this line was changed in the SDEIS for security
reasons.

BPA has included in its planning any future potentials for any
alternative.  This Kangley-Echo Lake project cannot be included
with any future alternative.  In fact, in the early 1990s, BPA did
a project that would have produced a new 500-kV line across
the Cascade Mountains into the King County area and also the
Kangley-Echo Lake project.  Through the then environmental/
NEPA process, BPA determined that the "Cross-Mountain"
portion of the project and the Kangley-Echo Lake portion could
be delayed by construction of a new substation, called Schultz,
in the Ellensburg area, and through targeted conservation.  Also
it was determined that if another line is needed across the
Cascade Mountains, then it would likely be needed north of
Seattle in the Monroe area and not in the Echo Lake
Substation area.  BPA has tentatively determined that the next
cross-Cascade line is needed in 2010, but that date could be
substantially affected by the rate of load growth and new
generation west of the Cascade Mountains.  Therefore
Alternative B and D likely will have no advantage to future
projects and cannot combine economical resources.  BPA has
also acknowledged in the current Kangley-Echo Lake SDEIS that
Alternatives A and C would use a vacant 500-kV circuit on their
north end to get into Echo Lake Substation.  BPA has plans to
use this vacant circuit sometime in the near future as growth in
King County continues.  When the need arises to use these

1492-004

1492-005

1492-006

1492-007

1492-008
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1492-008

1492-009

1492-010

1492-011

1492-012

1492-013

1492-014

vacant circuits and either Alternative A or C is using this vacant
circuit, then another transmission line would need to be
constructed to replace the vacant circuit occupied by
Alternative A or C.  Other future projects are not in the same
area and/or provide no benefits to this project, such as a
possible future line from Echo Lake Substation to the north.
BPA planned Kangley-Echo Lake as part of a broad examination
of infrastructure needs, which is summarized in Infrastructure
Keeping Current, February, 2003, available at http://
www.bpa.gov/Corporate/KC/home/keeping/03kc/
KC_Infrastructure.pdf.

See response to Comment 1492-006.

1492-009 and -010  The risks and criteria that BPA uses to plan the grid are
summarized in Section 1.2.1 of the SDEIS and described in
more detail in “Reliability Standards: meeting national and
regional requirements for electric system reliability,” available
at http://www.bpa.gov/Corporate/KC/home/keeping/03kc/
KC_Reliability.pdf.  BPA has over 30 years of experience with
an existing transmission line in the CRW which has operated
with acceptable reliability and without impact on the CRW.

1492-011 and -012  Comment noted.  Please see response to Comments
1420-001 and -002.

1492-013 and -014  Please see response to Comments 1420-001 and
-002.

1492-015 and -016  Please see response to Comments 1420-001 and -002.
BPA would minimize and mitigate impacts to wetlands and
other sensitive areas on any alternative.  BPA would likely not
purchase additional properties for impacts to sensitive areas
outside the CRW.

1492-017 See response to Comment 382-026.

1492-018 The only alternative that has detailed engineering and
engineering survey information available is the Proposed
Action (Alternative 1).  Due to the need to get the project
energized as quickly as possible, BPA has taken the risk and
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gathered this information knowing that the Administrator could
chose another alternative.  If he chooses another transmission
alternative, BPA would need another two or more years to
energize this project.  BPA understands that it is taking a
financial risk investing in the preferred alternative beyond what
BPA would normally do ahead of the Record of Decision.
Other alternatives do not have this detailed information.  For
the other alternatives, BPA has used a worst case scenario, such
as more clearing than would actually be necessary, including
clearing at sensitive areas such as wetlands and creek and river
crossings.

1492-019 and -020  Comment noted.

1492-021, -022, and -023  See response to Comment 382-026.

1492-024 Comment noted.

1492-025 Comment noted.

1492-026, -027, and -028  Comment noted.

BPA’s proposed transmission line would expand the existing
150-foot wide right-of-way through the CRW to a 300-foot
wide right-of-way.  BPA did evaluate the impacts to vegetation
(low to moderate), and for threatened, endangered or sensitive
species (moderate).

1492-029, -030, and -031 Please see responses to Comments 1492-004
and 1421-030-001.  BPA has consulted with the USFWS and
NMFS.  Letters from NMFS were included in the SDEIS
(Appendix U) and state that NMFS agrees with BPA’s
determination of “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect”
for Puget Sound chinook and their designated habitat.

1492-032, -033, and -034  Spills of fuel or hazardous materials in the CRW
could impact groundwater that may eventually flow into the
Cedar River.  The potential for such spills would be greatest
during construction.  A spill response plan will be developed
and incorporated into the SWPP Plan, as described in Section
4.3.3.2 of the SDEIS.  See response to Comment 394-139.  In

1492-014
1492-015
1492-016

1492-017

1492-018

1492-019

1492-020

1492-021

1492-022

1492-023

1492-024
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general, impacts to groundwater that provide a sole drinking
water source (City of Kent wellhead protection area) will be
greater than impacts to groundwater that eventually drains to a
surface water source of drinking water (CRW) due to shorter
travel times and less dilution.  Construction site impacts would
be local and temporary.  Tower sites would be isolated and
away from stream crossings. Mitigation measures described in
the DEIS and SDEIS would be used to reduce the potential of
turbid water events.  Water quality regulations are discussed in
Sections 3.5.3 and 3.5.4 of the SDEIS and in letters from
Shannon and Wilson, Inc. to BPA dated January 16, 2003 (see
Appendix Y).

1492-035 Please see response to Comment 1492-004.  Impacts to
drinking water regulations have been discussed in the SDEIS.
As mentioned above, BPA is proposing to extraordinary steps
to minimize construction impacts to the CRW by designing the
project to avoid impacts, by undertaking various best
management practices to minimize harm, and by purchasing
mitigation to compensate for those impacts that cannot be
avoided.  The mitigation should leave the CRW with a net
environmental benefit.  Moreover, BPA already has an existing
500-KV line that parallels the proposed line.  The existence of
the existing line offers convincing evidence that such a line is
compatible with water quality.  To our knowledge, no water
quality problems have ever been attributed to the existing line.
If there are some minimal impacts to water quality during
construction, these impacts would only be temporary.  The
ROW should be stabilized (naturalized) in one or two growing
seasons.

1492-036 Please see response to Comments 1420-001 and -002.

1492-037 and -038  BPA has prepared a SDEIS and has included Chapter 5,
entitled “Consultation, Permit and Review Requirements.”
Within Chapter 5, BPA has discussed consistency with federal,
state and local environmental laws, and regulations.
Additionally, BPA has published a letter from the Washington
Department of Ecology (Appendix V of the SDEIS), stating that
“Ecology agrees with your determination and assessment that
the proposed action is consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with the enforceable policies of Washington’s

1492-024

1492-025

1492-026

1492-027

1492-028

1492-029

1492-030

1492-031

1492-032

1492-033

1492-034

1492-035
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Coastal Zone Management Program and will not result in any
significant impacts to the State’s coastal resources.”  With
respect to the King County Sensitive Areas Ordinance, Chapter
5 of the SDEIS states that BPA will comply with the substantive
intent of the County zoning ordinance.

1492-039  and -040  The cultural resources work conducted for the
selected alternative is adequate to conclude that its potential
for impacts on these resources is low. The study was
exceptionally thorough, starting with background research
and a sensitivity analysis that concluded that the routing had a
relatively low potential for containing cultural resources. The
fieldwork included more than 1,150 subsurface test probes
and also involved the participation of the Muckleshoot Indian
Tribe in the survey and in interviews about traditional use of
the area. The methods and results of the cultural resources
study are reported in a lengthy report that is confidential with
respect to public distribution but has been reviewed by SPU,
the State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, and
the Indian tribes.  An additional survey will be conducted of
newly-identified project features such as roads and staging
areas. The report includes an Unanticipated Discovery Plan
that provides specific procedures in the event that any artifacts
or human remains are found.

We do not believe the new line would be visible from either
State Route 18 or from I-90; however, the proposed
transmission line would be visible to air traffic flying over or in
the vicinity the Cedar River Municipal Watershed.  Our SDEIS
identified this impact and stated that the impact to visual
resources would be low to moderate on views from cars or
aircraft, and moderate to high on some Kangley area residents
for whom the transmission line would be the dominant visual
feature.

The transmission line would be designed to mitigate the visual
impacts with darkened steel towers, nonspecular conductors
and insulators that are non-reflective.

1492-036

1492-037

1492-038

1492-039

1492-040
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1515-001

1515-002

1515-003

1515-004

1515-005

1515-006

1515-007

1515-008
1515-009
1515-010
1515-011

1515-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1515-003, -004, -005, and -006  Comments noted.

1515-007 Comment noted.

1515-008 Comment noted.

1515-009 and -010  BPA has consulted with the NOAA and NOAA has
stated that since the Proposed Action incorporates avoidance
and minimization measures into the project design, the effects
of the action can be expected to be discountable and
insignificant.  NOAA has concurred with our effect
determination of “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect”
for Puget Sound chinook and their designated habitat.

1515-011 See response to Comment 1485-007.
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1515-012

1515-013

1515-014

1515-015

1515-016

1515-017

1515-018

1515-019

1515-012 and -013  BPA believes that the analysis of specific impacts has
been completed for each alternative, is accurate, and gives the
decision maker enough information to make an informed
decision.

1515-014 and -015  The Raging River crossing is located across a very deep
drainage and in some areas near the river, no vegetation would
be cut because there is enough clearance between the line and
the river.  Some trees may be cut where they could pose a
danger to safe operation of the line.

1515-016 The minimum allowable clearance between conductor and
vegetation is 20 feet plus the specific vegetative species’
growth factor.  In general, all tall-growing species would be cut
to almost ground level except at specific sensitive areas such as
riparian areas where any vegetation could be allowed to grow
within the 20 feet plus growth factor to the conductor.  So the
actual height of the vegetation allowed at riparian areas
depends on the actual height of the conductor at that site.  Due
to the special status of the Cedar River Watershed and its HCP,
BPA is willing to work with Seattle to allow young, tall-growing
tree species to remain longer before cutting to create a taller
habitat without creating a hazard for the transmission line.  If
possible, no low-growing vegetation species will be cut near
riparian areas during construction.

1515-017, -018, and -019 BPA believes that the analysis of specific impacts
has been completed for each alternative, is accurate, and gives
the decision maker enough information to make an informed
decision. Because of the presence of endangered species in
the area including chinook salmon in the Raging River, BPA
prepared a biological assessment and entered into Section 7
consultation with NMFS in July 2001.  This consultation was
completed on January 28, 2002, with their finding that “Since
the proposed action incorporates avoidance and minimization
into the project, NMFS can expect the effects of the action to
be discountable or insignificant.  Therefore NMFS concurs with
your effect determination of “may effect, but not likely to
adversely affect” for Puget Sound Chinook and their designated
habitat.

Please see response to Comments 1515-014 and -015.
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1516-001

1516-002

1516-005

1516-003
1516-004

1516-001 Comments noted.

1516-002 Comments noted.

1516-003 Comment noted.
1516-004 Comment noted.
1516-005 Comment noted.
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1434-001

1434-001 Comments noted.

1434-002 BPA will do its best to minimize impacts to these resources.

1434-003 As a federal agency, BPA is required to comply with the
Endangered Species Act, therefore, surveys would be
conducted for rare and endangered plant species if their
habitat could be found in the area.  No rare or endangered
plant surveys were conducted for the proposed project, since
the habitat where these species are found is not present.  The
only other plant surveys that were conducted as a part of the
proposed project was for undesirable plants, such as noxious
weeds.  BPA routinely conducts weed surveys before and after
construction.

1434-004 and -005  BPA has proposed extensive mitigation to protect
water resources and fisheries.

1434-006 BPA is working closely with representatives of the Snoqualmie
and Muckleshoot tribes, both of whom are federally-
recognized tribes.  With respect to site visitations, BPA would
be happy to take representatives of the Tulalip tribes to the
site, and would do so, with the landowners permission.

1434-002

1434-003

1434-004
1434-005

1434-006
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1487-006, -007, -008, and -009  BPA does recognize the cultural
importance of the CRMW to the tribe and provided for HRA to
interview Muckleshoot tribal elders in coordination with tribal
staff.  HRA’S cultural resource survey was thorough.  BPA
conducted many meetings with tribal members to understand
the Tribe’s concerns.  See Appendix W.  Meetings with the
Tribe continue.

We also understand that future development within the CRMW
is limited by the landowner, Seattle Public Utilities.
Furthermore, we understand that currently three power line
rights-of-way exist within the CRMW, two BPA rights-of-way
and one Seattle Public Utilities right-of-way.  The proposed
project would be located adjacent to one of the existing BPA
rights-of-way, thereby minimizing environmental impacts to the
maximum extent possible.

With respect to the assertion that we have not analyzed the
cumulative effects of the proposed project through the CRMW,
we disagree.  We have analyzed the cumulative effects of the
proposed action for each resource area in the DEIS and the
SDEIS.  We have designed the proposed transmission line to
avoid sensitive environmental resources where we could, span
them where we could not avoid them, and offer compensatory

1487-001

1487-001 Comment noted.

1487-002 The report, including the Appendix D, Unanticipated Discovery
Plan, is being revised in light of your comments.  BPA will
continue to consult with the Muckleshoot Tribe as required for
Section 106 compliance and will conduct additional assessment
of the access roads and staging areas.  Consultation will be
ongoing through the construction of this project, if BPA decides
to build Alternative 1.

1487-003 and 004  Comment noted.

1487-005 BPA will continue to work with SPU and the Muckleshoot Tribe
to develop a specific plan that meets the needs of all parties
interested in providing forage plants while protecting the safety
of the transmission line, should BPA decide to build
Alternative 1.

1487-002

1487-003

1487-004

1487-005
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1487-006

1487-007
1487-008
1487-009

1487-010
1487-011
1487-012
1487-013
1487-014
1487-015
1487-016
1487-017
1487-018
1487-019

mitigation to mitigate for impacts that could not be avoided.  We
believe we have met our trust responsiblities

With respect to causing disproportionate impacts to tribal interest, as
opposed to others, we also disagree.  BPA has been meeting with the
Muckleshoot Tribe on the proposed action for over three years.  During
this time, we have sought to find out if the proposed project would
impact any traditional cultural properties (TCPs), and interviews with
tribal elders were conducted.  The information revealed that no TCPs
would be affected.  And to avoid impacts to other cultural resources
such as plants or woody vegetation important to the Tribe that could
neither be moved or harvested in advance of construction, we proposed
to relocate the facilities (towers and access roads), as long as they would
not be relocated from uplands to wetlands, and would not affect any
angle points or the substation expansion area.  Following the 45-day
review period BPA gave the tribe to recommend relocating any of the
proposed facilities, none were received.

Additionally, BPA’s cultural resource contractor, with assistance form the
Muckleshoot and Snoqualmie tribes, undertook a cultural resource
survey of the proposed right-of-way, digging more than 1,170 holes
looking for cultural resources.  Only two potential resources were found,
one an artifact related to the logging industry (metal spike) and the
other, a trench, were discovered.  Neither were of any cultural
significance.

BPA wishes to continue to meet with the Muckleshoot Tribe in an
attempt to meet our Trust responsibilities; however, we disagree that
constructing the line along the proposed alignment would violate the
Executive Order on Environmental Justice.  BPA feels that it has
considered this Executive Order during the environmental review, and
feels that none of the alternatives analyzed would violate the intent of
the Executive Order.

1487-010, -011, and 0-12  As stated above, BPA has initiated consultation with the
Muckleshoot Tribe on this project, and we remain committed to
continue to meet and consult with the Tribe on matters that concern
them. BPA is developing a ROW management plan which is
environmentally sensitive, and will leave woody debris in streams to
benefit fish and other wildlife, to the extent practical.  It will also involve
use of native plant seeds.  However, the majority of the proposed ROW
occurs within the CRW, owned and managed  by SPU.  SPU adopted an
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1487-020 and -021  BPA is acquiring easement rights for access roads and the
transmission line right-of-way, and does not have the authority to
grant access to others.  Anyone wanting to access private property
must seek the permission of the underlying fee owner.

1487-022 and -023  HRA performed a thorough survey of the preferred route
and located a logging feature and a trench feature, neither of which
appears to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
The contractor has conducted further work at the trench feature, at
the request of OAHP and the Muckleshoot Tribe.  They found
nothing significant.  HRA preformed background research and
viewed the routes of the other alternatives to provide a professional
opinion of their sensitivity for containing cultural resources.

1487-024 and -025  BPA will conduct a cultural resource assessment of proposed
access roads off the previously surveyed ROW and will also survey
the proposed staging areas if the areas have not been previously
disturbed.

1487-020

1487-021

1487-022

1487-023

1487-024

1487-025

1487-026

HCP for this watershed in April 2000, and any harvest of tress, and/or
placement of wood, in streams or on the land, would be undertaken with
the permission of the landowner.

1487-013, -014, -015, -016,  and -017  No new fish culverts would need to be
installed for the proposed project.  However,  BPA has agreed to correct
problems associated with three existing culverts on its Raver-Echo Lake
ROW, immediately adjacent to the proposed ROW.  Prior to doing so,
BPA would obtain the appropriate permits from the Army Corps of
Engineers and will ensure that they meet the current Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife design criteria.

1487-018 and -019  Pursuant to tentative agreements reached with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife, through a biological consultation, and negotiations with the City
of Seattle, BPA has agreed to purchase several tracts of land, to
permanently protect those lands from development, and to allow them to
be managed as wildlife habitat and for conservation purposes.  See
response to Comment 340-002.
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1487-026

1487-027

1487-028

1487-029

1487-030

1487-026 and -027  It is possible to generalize about the relative probability of
the alternative routes for containing areas sensitive for the existence
of cultural resources.  It is true that the preferred route contains two
cultural resources.  HRA recommends both as being ineligible for the
National Register of Historic Places and has conducted further
investigation at one of the sites as requested by OAHP and the
Muckleshoot Tribe.

1487-028 and -029  Comment on springs and other environmental features
noted.  BPA is not required to conducted detailed cultural resource
surveys of all alternative routes.

1487-030 and -031  Comment noted.  Construction of the preferred alternative
would not adversely affect the CRPT.
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1487-030

1487-031

1487-032

1487-033

1487-034

1487-035

1487-036

1487-037

1487-038

1487-032 The cultural resources assessment concluded that construction of the
preferred alternative should not adversely affect the CRPT and that
there were no other traditional cultural resources that would be
affected.

1487-033 Comment noted.

1487-034 and -035  Construction of the preferred alternative is not expected to
result in adverse effects to the CRPT.

1487-036, -037, and -038  It is unclear from the comment precisely what
disproportionate impacts the writer is referring to. As stated above,
the proposed alignment does not actually touch any land currently
owned by the Muckleshoot Tribe.  BPA also believes whatever
Treaty rights the Tribe has now, before the proposed project would
be implemented, will remain intact.  As far as BPA can tell, the
highest percentage of population of Native Americans (including all
Native Americans, Eskimo and Aleut) that would be affected by any
of the five alternatives is 1.07 percent (Alternatives B and D) of the
affected population.  Overall, as far as we can tell from the census
data, the social and ethnic makeup of those persons most directly
affected by the preferred alternative, those in greatest proximity to
the project, are above-average income, non-minorities.  In fact, the
area has relatively few residences or businesses, and is more rural,
or forested in nature than urbanized.  The project is not located in
an area inhabited by the underprivileged or minority populations.
The project is not intended to benefit one segment of the
population, or specific community, as a regional electrical distributor
will benefit the general population of King County, the City of
Seattle, and western Canada.  As such, we believe the Tribe would
share in the benefit of the project, as would the general population
as a whole.

The cultural resources assessment stated that the proposed project
would not adversely affect three previously identified resources
located within the APE and proposed for listing in the National
Register: the Cedar River Pack Trail; the Chicago, Milwaukee, St.
Paul, and Pacific Railroad right-of-way; and the Cedar River Cultural
Landscape District.
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1487-038

1487-039

1487-040

1487-041

1487-042

1487-043
1487-044

1487-045

1487-039, 040, -041, and -042  BPA agrees that as a federal agency, we have a
general trust responsibility.  As we have indicated in our negotiations
with the Tribe, we want to continue to try to address concerns raised
by the tribe, and will do so as long as those concerns are consistent
with our other statutory duties and obligations.

The cultural resources assessment did not identify any cultural
resources and use areas that would be adversely affected by the
construction of the preferred alternative.

1487-043 and -044  See response to Comment Letter 405.

1487-045 Fawning and calving season for deer and elk occurs from March to
June.
If the decision is made to build Alternative 1, construction would
begin in August, after the fawning and calving season has ended.
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1487-046

1487-047

1487-048

1487-049

1487-050

1487-046 and -047  BPA will continue to work with SPU and the Muckleshoot Tribe to
develop a specific plan that meets the needs of all parties interested in
providing forage plants while protecting the safety of the transmission line,
should BPA decide to build Alternative 1.

1487-048 and -049  BPA is interested in reviewing MIT’s study.  BPA uses relevant
information in developing vegetation management plans for BPA’s ROWs.
The MIT’s suggestions for high quality deer and elk forage on BPA’s ROWs
are important input to the vegetation management process and will be
studied.  BPA will work with relevant parties to determine the best
vegetation management plans.

1487-050 See response to Comment 1485-009 and 1487-006.
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1487-051

1487-052

1487-053

1487-054

1487-055

1487-056

1487-057

1487-058

1487-051 BPA (Snohomish Region) over the last 2 or 3 years has taken an active
role in reducing the spread of noxious weeds, primarily Scotch broom.
When soil is disturbed during vegetation maintenance activities we
typically use grass seed on the disturbed areas.  This is a direct result of
a request to do so by the Muckleshoot Tribe.  The State and County
Weed Boards do not require the eradication of Scotch broom.  It may
not be feasible or cost effective to treat all areas if the surrounding
landowners do nothing.  Because of budget constraints, BPA needs to
choose the potential areas, in consultation with tribes and landowners,
where the desired results can be achieved.

1487-052 See response to Comment 1487-051.

1487-053 and -054  BPA has maps of fee-owned property and does take full
responsibility for the control of noxious weeds on fee-owned property.
However, as stated above under Comment 1487-051, if the
surrounding landowners are not treating or trying to control the
noxious weeds on their property, it may not be feasible or cost
effective for BPA to do so.  BPA would work with adjoining landowners
where possible to gain control over noxious weeds in the area.  BPA
would like to work with the Muckleshoot Tribe to identify those areas
that would result in the greatest benefit to treat.

1487-055 and -056  BPA is proposing to acquire land for compensatory mitigation
for these impacts.  See response to Comment 340-002.

1487-057 See revised Map 9.

1487-058 See response to Comment 1485-009 and 1487-006.
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1389-001

1389-001 BPA apologizes for the disruption that this project has caused
to landowners along the proposed route alternatives.
Although the SDEIS identified the preferred route, route
Alternatives A-D remain under consideration.  The Record of
Decision, which is expected in August 2003, will identify
whether BPA has decided to proceed with the non-
transmission alternative, no-action alternative, or identify
which route has been selected for the construction
alternative.  We cannot provide advice to you regarding
disclosure laws.

1390-001
1390-002
1390-003
1390-004

1390-001 and -002  Comment Noted.

1390-003 and -004  Construction noise is typically exempt from noise
ordinances because they are temporary impacts, but BPA
would try to keep noise to a minimum.  Please see
Sections 4.13 and 4.14 of the SDEIS.  BPA would use best
management practices to hold down dust and minimize air
pollutants.

1390-005 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

1390-005
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1391-001 1391-001 Comment noted.

1392-001

1392-001 Comment noted.
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1393-001
1393-001, -002, and -003  Please see response to Comments 1390-003

and -004.

1393-004 Comment noted.

1393-002

1393-003

1393-004
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1394-001 1394-001 Comment noted.
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1395-001
1395-001 BPA will compensate landowners fair market value for the

land rights needed for the Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission
Line Project.  We apologize for the disruption that this
project has caused to other landowners impacted by the
proposed project.



3-50

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS1396-001
1396-001 Comment noted.
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1398-001

1398-001 Comment noted.
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1399-001

1399-001 Comment noted.
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1400-001

1400-001 Our understanding is that Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) is
constructing a water purification plant, not a water filtration
plant at Lake Youngs.  The water purification plant involves
using ultraviolet light to purify drinking water at this
location.  We understand that the plant has been designed
to be compatible with a water filtration plant, should SPU
ever add such a facility in the future.
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1401-001

1401-001 Comment noted.

1401-002 Comment noted.
1401-002
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1402-001
1402-001 Comment noted.
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1403-001

1403-001 For the protection of aquatic species, no in-water work is
proposed for constructing the Raging River crossing.  If in-water
work is required, US Army Corps of Engineers-approved in-
water work windows for the Raging River would be adhered to
(no work from July 1st - September 15th) for the protection of
salmonid species.  Furthermore, the floodplain of the Raging
River is about 180 feet below the surrounding plateau from
which the conductor wire would be strung.  This feature will
enable the conductor to be strung without the removal or
trimming of trees within the floodplain of the river, thus
avoiding potential affects to the aquatic and terrestrial habitats
that could occur if work was performed within the riparian
area associated with the Raging River.
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1404-001

1404-001 Comment noted.

1404-002 The final decision will be made by BPA’s Administrator in a
Record of Decision.  People on the project mailing list will
be sent notice of the decision.

1404-003, -004, -005, and -006  Comment noted.

1404-002

1404-003

1404-004

1404-005
1404-006
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1406-001

1406-001 Comment noted.
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1407-001

1407-001 The mail list for landowners along the proposed route
alternatives reflects thousands of parcels, so it was not practical
to include parcel maps to indicate where individual
properties are located relative to the proposed routes.  The
corridor for Alternative C running north and south was
identified as a swath approximately 250 feet wide, although
only a corridor 150 feet wide would be needed if this route
were to be selected.  BPA could not be more specific
regarding this alignment since a site-specific route had not
been surveyed.  Landowners have called into BPA requesting
that their specific properties be identified relative to the
proposed routes, and BPA has provided site-specific maps to
these landowners and will continue to do so as requests come
in.

1408-001
1408-001 Your property lies south of the east-west portion of

Alternative C and appears not to be directly affected.

1409-001
1409-002
1409-003

1409-001, -002, and -003  Comment noted.  BPA’s tower design
standards exceed seismic loading standards so our towers
will withstand earthquakes.
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1410-001 1410-001, -002, and -003  Please see response to Comment 340-002.

1410-002
1410-003
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1411-001
1411-001 Renewable generation such as wind and solar were not

considered for this study because their resource characteristics
are a poor match for BPA’s needs to defer this project. Wind
energy was excluded because the Puget Sound Area is not
home to a commercial-grade wind resource. Solar was
excluded because the critical hours occur during the winter
months when solar radiation is scarce, and many of the target
hours occur during the evening.  Please see Appendix J,
Section 5.3.6.

Comment noted.

1411-001
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1412-001
1412-001 BPA has sent you maps indicating that your property lies over

a mile east of Alternative C.
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1413-001, -002, and -003  Comment noted.1413-001

1413-002

1413-003
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1414-001 Comment noted.

1414-002 Comment noted.
1414-001
1414-002
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1415-001 and -002  Please see response to Comment 349-001.

1415-003 and -004  Please see responses to Comments 340-002 and 1489-
001 regarding BPA’s easements on property transferred to the
City of Seattle and others.

1415-005 BPA would use its own funds to purchase additional properties.
BPA would likely be purchasing more than is needed for
mitigation.  Agencies interested in those remaining parcels with
conservation easements or deed restrictions could use any of
their own funds including Land and Water Conservation Funds
or Forest Legacy money.

1415-006 and -007  Because the Cedar River is a drinking water source
and has potential fish habitat, our Preferred Alternative crosses
the Cedar River using double-circuit towers on the existing
ROW, thus minimizing clearing across the Cedar River.  The
double-circuit towers will cost $2 million.  BPA looked at this
possibility at the Raging River crossing.  Because the Raging
River is not a drinking water source we determined that the
cost was too high for the benefit.  We will mitigate and will
consider topping trees, if feasible, instead of complete removal
across the Raging River.

1415-008 and -009  BPA is proposing constructing the line with helicopters.
However, there is work that needs to be done that requires
access roads.  Most of the roads that would be used are existing
roads, with only new spur roads needed to the new tower sites.
BPA does need access to each tower for maintenance also.

1415-010  Please see response to Comment 382-017.

1415-001
1415-002

1415-003

1415-004

1415-005

1415-006
1415-007
1415-008
1415-009

1415-010
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1416-001 Comment noted.

1416-001
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1418-001 BPA’s analyzed several alternatives inside and outside of the
Cedar River Municipal Watershed.  Alternative A would
rebuild BPA’s existing Covington to Maple Valley 230-kV
transmission line to a double-circuit 500-kilovolt (kV) line.
The new towers would be about 175-ft. tall.  The new 500-kV
line would be constructed on existing right-of-way.  Each end
of the new line would be connected to existing unused 500-
kV circuits such that the new line would be connected to the
Raver and Echo Lake Substations.  The northern vacant circuit
would need to be connected to Echo Lake Substation with a
short line on BPA property. BPA preferred transmission route is
Alternative 1, which would construct a new single-circuit
500-kV transmission line across the Cedar River Municipal
Watershed. The project map is posted on the Transmission
Business Line Web site, www.transmission.bpa.gov/projects.
If you need a more detailed map, BPA can send one to you in
the mail.

1418-001

1419-001 Comment noted.
1419-001

1417-001 This property is located along Alternatives B and D.  Although
the SDEIS identified the preferred route, Alternatives A-D
remain under consideration.  The Record of Decision, which
is expected in August 2003, will identify whether BPA has
decided to proceed with the non-transmission alternative, no-
action alternative, or identify which route has been selected
for the construction alternative.

1417-001
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1423-001

1423-002

1423-003

1423-004

1423-005
1423-006
1423-007
1423-008

1423-009

1423-010

1423-011

1423-001 Comment noted.

1423-002 The project is necessary in order to reliably meet electric
demands in the Puget Sound Area during extreme cold
weather. BPA has supported conservation programs in the
region for many years.  Nevertheless, it is clear that conserving
enough power to delay the project is not possible.  See Section
2.2.9 and Appendix J of the SDEIS.  See also response to
Comment 1421-032-003.  Further comments noted.

1423-003 and -004  Please see responses for Comments 1415-003,
-004 and -005.

1423-005, -006, -007, and -008  BPA would use the existing right-of-way
for the existing 500-kV line by using double-circuit structures
to cross the Cedar River, such that no clearing needs to take
place within the Cedar River canyon.  BPA would use care to
minimize clearing at the Raging River crossing.  To raise
structures would impose a reliability hazard for BPA because
the new line could potentially fall into the existing line.  The
current design would prevent that.  Also taller structures may
present a hazard to flying aircraft and may require special
paint and lights.  BPA will concentrate on clearing techniques
and encouraging low-growing vegetation along the Raging
River and associated creeks.  BPA is studying how best to take
care of noxious weeds such as Scotch broom.  BPA has
programs in place to take care of Scotch broom with machine
cutting and herbicides.  Chemicals cannot be used in the
Cedar River Watershed, so BPA would use other means to try
to control these invasive plants.  BPA is working with the city,
county and tribes to determine the seed mixtures to use to
meet their needs. Some new roads would be needed so that
some existing roads that currently go through wetlands can be
removed.  Short spur roads will be needed for access to
individual tower sites.

1423-009, -010, and -011  Comment noted.
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1424-002

1424-003

1424-004

1424-005

1424-006
1424-007
1424-008

1424-009

1424-012

1424-013

1424-010

1424-011

1423-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1424-003 Comment noted.

1424-004 and -005  Comment noted.

1424-006, -007, and -008  Comment noted.

1424-009, -010, and -011  The risk of blackouts is real.  On August 10,
1996, a transmission outage on the BPA system blacked out
7.5 million customers up and down the west coast.  BPA is
working to make sure that does not happen again.  Comments
noted.

1424-012 and -013  Comment noted.

1424-001
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1425-001

1425-002

1425-003
1425-004

1425-005

1425-006

1425-007

1425-001 See response to Comment 1421-038.

1425-002 See response to Comment 1421-038.

1425-003 and -004  See response to Comment 1421-038.

1425-005 See response to Comment 1421-038.

1425-006 and -007  The consultants developed a comprehensive study of
non-transmission alternatives that was not compromised by the
time available to complete the analysis.  See responses to
comments 1421-038-004, -005 and -006.  They found that “A
high level of load reduction or additional generation is required
to defer KEL. (Appendix J, Section 1.2)”  See response to
Comment 1421-032-003.  The immediacy of the problem
makes achieving this large amount of demand reduction even
less feasible.
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1426-004

1426-005

1426-006

1426-007

1426-008

1426-009

1426-001

1426-001 See response to Comment 1421-039-002.

1426-002, -003, and -004  BPA would propose to make it such that some
roads within the existing right-of-way could no longer be
used.  Those roads go through wetlands.  In addition, BPA
would work with the city of Seattle to see about removing from
service other roads for the benefit of Seattle and BPA.  Also see
responses to Comment 1415-003, -004 and -005 concerning
purchasing other lands.

1426-005 and -006  See responses to Comments 1415-003, -004 and
-005.  BPA would use its own funds.

1426-007, -008, and -090  BPA would use helicopters and other
techniques to minimize disturbance to soils.  Trees cut may be
left inside wetlands to provide for wildlife cover and to
minimize disturbance to the ground.  Low-growing vegetation
would be allowed to grow adjacent to and near streams.  No
clearing would take place inside the Cedar River canyon.

1426-002

1426-003
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1427-001

1427-002

1427-003

1427-001 Other than the concerns about Seattle’s drinking water, there
would be no direct impacts to people within the CRW.  One
to two homes may be removed outside the CRW.  There
would be visual impacts in the Kangley/Selleck area and to
those people traveling inside the CRW.

1427-002 and -003  Comment noted.
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1428-001 1428-001 See response to Comment 1421-039-002.

1431-001 1431-001 Due to the very tight schedule, BPA will not extend the
comment period.

1432-001 Comment noted.
1432-002 Comment noted.

1432-001

1432-002
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1433-002
1433-001

1433-003

1433-004

1433-005

1433-001 and -002  We have already undertaken our environmental
review of sensitive areas such as streams and wetlands, and
have published this information in the SDEIS.  BPA’s first
priority in designing its facilities is to avoid where we can, span
where we can’t avoid, and mitigate for those sensitive areas
that cannot be spanned.  However, if BPA selects any other
alternative other than Alternative 1, additional environmental
work would be necessary, primarily surveys.

1433-003 Comment noted.

1433-004 and -005  Comment noted.
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1435-001

1435-001 See response to Comment 1423.

1435-002 See response to Comment 1423.

1435-003 See response to Comment 1423.

1435-004 and -005  See response to Comment 1423.

1435-006 and -007  See response to Comment 1423.

1435-008 and -009  See response to Comment 1423.

1435-010 See response to Comment 1423.

1435-011, -012, and -013  See response to Comment 1423.

1435-003

1435-002

1435-005

1435-004

1 4 3 5 - 0 0 6
1 4 3 5 - 0 0 7
1 4 3 5 - 0 0 8
1 4 3 5 - 0 0 9
1 4 3 5 - 0 1 0

1435-013

1435-012

1435-011
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1436-001

1436-001 BPA will work with the FAA to determine spans that need to be
marked for safety.
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1437-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1437-002



3-79

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1438-001 Comment noted.

1438-002 and -003  Comment noted.

1438-004 and -005  BPA is in discussions with Seattle about the possibility
of decommissioning some roads outside the rights-of-way.
Some existing roads inside the existing right-of-way would be
made such that people can no longer travel across them.  Those
particular roads would be replaced with new roads because the
existing roads go through wetlands.  BPA has purchased 350
acres of land immediately north of the watershed and is looking
at the possibility of purchasing more lands.

1438-006 and -007  See response to Comment 340-002.

1438-001

1438-002
1438-003

1438-004

1438-005

1438-006
1438-007
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1439-002
1439-003
1439-004
1439-005
1439-006
1439-007
1439-008
1439-009
1439-010

1439-001 Comment noted.
1439-002 Comment noted.
1439-003 Comment noted.
1439-004 Comment noted.
1439-005 Comment noted.
1439-006 Comment noted.
1439-007 Comment noted.
1439-008 Comment noted.
1439-009 Comment noted.
1439-010 Comment noted.
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1440-001, -002, and -003  BPA’s environmental analysis that was recently
completed and published in the SDEIS included analysis on
four “build” alternatives outside of the Cedar River Municipal
Watershed, Alternatives A, B, C and D.

1440-004 and -005  Comment noted.

1440-001
1440-002

1440-004

1440-005

1440-003
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1441-001 Comment noted.

1441-002, -003, and -004  Thank you for your comment.  BPA will offer
landowners fair market value for the land rights needed for
this project.  Please refer to the SDEIS, Section 4.11.2.5,
Community Values and Concerns, Property Value Impact.

1441-002

1441-001

1441-003
1441-004
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1442-001 and -002  Comments noted.

1442-001

1442-002
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1443-001 Our environmental studies included Alternative C, both
Options C1 and C2.  Land use impacts would be high with
both options, and the impacts to the visual resource would be
moderate to high for those residents where the transmission
line would be the dominant visual feature.

1443-002 BPA will offer landowners fair market value for the land rights
needed for this project.  See response to Comment 1441-002.
If BPA needs to acquire land rights across your property, and
you disagree with BPA’s opinion of fair market value, BPA
would be willing to review any additional market data that
you may have, or review recent appraisals of your property.
You may also choose to use the condemnation process, and
have the courts establish Just Compensation for your property.

1443-003 and -004  Comments noted.

1441-002

1443-001

1441-004

1441-003
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1444-001 and -002  Thank you for you comment and concern for BPA’s
financial situation.  BPA is committed to mitigating the impacts
caused by this project.  Some of that mitigation may be to pay
Seattle to offset the cost of right-of-way through the CRW.

1444-003 The preferred alternative would reduce losses by
approximately 11 MW on peak.

Comment noted.

1444-004 Comment noted.

1444-001

1444-002

1444-003

1444-004
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1445-001, -002, and -003  Comments noted.1445-001

1445-002

1445-003
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1448-001 Comment noted.
1448-001
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1449-001

1449-001 and -002  Comments noted.

1449-002
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1450-001, -002, and -003  Comments noted.
1450-001

1450-002

1450-003
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1451-001, -002, and -003  Comments noted.

1451-004, -005, and -006  Each of the alternatives will impact residential
properties either directly, by having to acquire land rights
needed for new right-of-way, or indirectly, by constructing a
new line adjacent to residential property.  See response to
Comment 1441-002.

1451-007 and -008  See response to Comment 1395-001.

1451-009 and -010  Comment noted.

1451-011 Comment noted.

1451-012, -013, and -014  Comment noted.

1451-015 Comment noted.

1451-016 Our environmental analysis looked at the long-term health
impacts of the proposed transmission line and concluded that
the impacts would be mostly no to low impacts, and a high
impact for the No Action Alternative.

1451-017 The loss savings benefits go to consumers through their retail
utility, but not to BPA. See response to Comment 1421-056-
001.  Also, all alternatives for this project result in lower losses
ranging from 4 to 11 MW lower than without the project.
Comment noted.

1451-001

1451-002
1451-003
1 4 5 1 - 0 0 4
1 4 5 1 - 0 0 5

1 4 5 1 - 0 0 6

1 4 5 1 - 0 0 7

1 4 5 1 - 0 0 8

1 4 5 1 - 0 0 9
1 4 5 1 - 0 1 0
1 4 5 1 - 0 1 1
1 4 5 1 - 0 1 2
1 4 5 1 - 0 1 3
1 4 5 1 - 0 1 4

1451-015

1451-016

1451-017
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1452-001 and -002  Comments noted.1452-001
1452-002

1453-001 Comments noted.

1453-002 and -003  Comments noted.

1453-001

1453-002

1453-003
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1454-001 We must examine and be able to survive loss of a double
circuit (allowed exceptions include the one span across the
Cedar River).  Alternative B puts the 500-kV line on a tower
with the existing Rocky Reach-Maple Valley 345-kV line.  The
345-kV line is not as strong a source as a 500-kV line, so the
simultaneous loss of one 500-kV and one 345-kV is not
traumatic.  Also they go to different locations, so we would not
lose two lines into Echo Lake Substation.

1454-001

1455-001 and -002  Comments noted.

1455-003 and -004  Comments noted.

1455-005 and -006  Our analysis looked at the impacts to the social
environment as well as the natural environment for all project
alternatives under consideration including Alternative A.  A
summary of these impacts in contained on Table 2-3 in the
SDEIS.

1455-001

1 4 5 5 - 0 0 2
1 4 5 5 - 0 0 3
1 4 5 5 - 0 0 4
1455-005
1455-006
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1458-001, -002, and -003  Comments noted.

1458-004 Comment noted

1458-002

1458-004

1458-001

1458-003
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1459-001, -002, and -003  Comments noted.

1459-004 and -005  See response to Comment 1423-002.

1459-006  See response to Comments 1421-032-002 and -003.

1459-007 and -008  BPA and Seattle recognize that the risk for causing
more than two events of massive erosion to happen in one
year during the construction phase is extremely unlikely.
Although extremely small, the risk is still there.  BPA would
purchase insurance just in case for the cost of a turbidity
filtration plant if one were needed to be constructed.

1459-009 Section 2.3.8 of the SDEIS examines the double-circuit
alternative.  The WECC Reliability Criteria (http://www.wecc.
biz/documents/policy/WECC_Reliability_Criteria_802.pdf)
does not permit exceptions for double-circuit towers but for
short distances (e.g., river crossings).  See page 28, Table I,
Category C, Contingency 5 (Any two circuits of a multiple
circuit powerline) and footnote g.  BPA did a risk analysis for
the WECC Reliability Probability Evaluation Work Group
(RPEWG) to demonstrate acceptable performance for the
proposed Kangley-Echo Lake line on a parallel right-of-way.

1459-010 See response to Comment 1421-031-001.

1459-011 Please see response to Comments 1415-003, 004 and 005.

1459-012 See response to Comments 1421-038-004 and 1421-032-003.

Comments are included in the public record.

1459-001

1459-002

1459-003

1459-004
1459-005

1459-006

1459-007
1459-008

1459-009

1459-010

1459-011

1459-012
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1460-001 Comment noted.
1460-001
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1461-001
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1462-001 Comment noted.

1462-001
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1463-001 Comment noted.

1463-001
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1465-001 Comment noted.1465-001
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1466-001 Comment noted.

1466-002 Comment noted.

1466-003 Comment noted.

1466-004 This item has been addressed in a letter to BPA dated
March 3, 2003 and is summarized below.  The Schultz-Raver
No. 2 500-kV transmission line traverses east-west across the
south end of the Foothills Water Assoc. (FWA) service area.
The Raver-Echo Lake 500-kV transmission line extends to the
north across the northwest corner of the FWA service area.
The FWA’s well field is located about one block east of the
current Raver-Echo Lake transmission line easement and abuts
the south boundary of the Cedar River Watershed.

Alternative 1 extends about 3,800 feet through the FWA
service area.  Alternative A would tap into the Schultz-Raver
No. 2 500-kV transmission line near the west boundary of the
FWA service area and extend west in an existing transmission
line ROW.  If Alternative 1 or A is constructed, a relatively
small portion of the existing area that the FWA currently serves
will be impacted.  These impacts will be limited in intensity
and area and will be primarily temporary.

Potential impacts to the groundwater supplies are discussed in
Appendices F, M and Y.   It is unlikely that the FWA’s
groundwater source will be impacted by the construction or
operation of the transmission line; however, spills of fuel oil,
lubricants or other hazardous materials could occur.  A
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that will include a
hazardous materials spill response plan will be required to be in
place during construction.  These plans typically require vehicle
fueling and storage, and storage of hazardous materials, to
occur away from groundwater protection areas.  This plan is
intended to facilitate a rapid, appropriate response to reduce or
eliminate potential impacts in the unlikely event that a
hazardous material spill occurs.

1466-005 and -006  Please see response to Comments 1466-004.

1466-007  Routes 4A and 4B are still under consideration as are all of the
alternatives analyzed in detail in the SDEIS.

1466-001

1466-002

1466-003

1466-004

1466-005

1466-006

1466-007
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1467-001

1467-001 Comments noted.

1467-002 The expected magnitudes of the electric and magnetic fields
from the proposed Kangley–Echo Lake 500-kV line are
described in Appendix E, Electrical Effects.  As indicated in
Appendix G, Assessment of Research Regarding EMF and
Health, health effects research (through mid-2000) shows no
convincing evidence that field levels associated with the
proposed line cause harmful health effects.  This conclusion
represents the findings of numerous scientific review panels.
Furthermore, regulatory organizations have stated that there
are insufficient data to establish exposure limits based on long-
term exposures to fields at the levels found near transmission
lines.

Subsequent updates of the health assessment find that recent
research findings have not altered the conclusion that there is
no convincing evidence linking transmission line fields to
adverse health effects.  The latest assessment was prepared for
the BPA Grand Coulee–Bell 500-kV project and includes
research through May 2002 (see Appendix Z).

BPA must rely on assessments of known impacts and not on
possible future findings.  Epidemiological, cellular and animal
research over several decades has not demonstrated a link
between exposures to electric and magnetic fields from
transmission lines with an adverse health effect.  To speculate
on the impacts of future legal proceedings arising from
unidentified impacts is beyond the scope of the
environmental process.

1467-003 Comments noted.

1467-002

1467-003
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Seattle does not want the transmission line to cross the CRW,
but if it does, then only if it were parallel to the existing line to
minimize impacts.  That is the main reason for BPA choosing
Alternative 1 as the preferred plan while recognizing that it
could cause the removal of two homes.

See response to Comment 1395-001.

1468-001



3-103

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1469-001 Comment noted.

1469-002 Thank you for your comment.  See response to
Comment 1441-002.

1469-001

1469-002
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1470-001 Comment noted.

1470-002 Comment noted.

1470-003 and -004  Comment noted.

1470-001

1470-002
1470-003

1470-004

1471-001 Comments noted.

1471-001
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1472-001 Comments noted.

1472-002 Comments noted.
1472-001

1472-002

1473-001
1473-002
1473-003
1473-004

1473-001 Comments noted.

1473-002 and -003  Comments noted.

1473-004 Comments noted.
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1474-001 Comments noted.

1474-002 Comments noted.

1474-003, -004, -005, and -006  1474-011 and -012  BPA will
compensate landowners fair market value for the land rights
needed for the Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission Line Project.
We apologize for the disruption that this project has caused to
other landowners impacted by the proposed project.

1474-007 and -008  Comments noted.

1474-009 and -010  Comments noted.

1474-011 and -012  Although a serious problem, transmission line
vandalism costs are tolerable over the life expectancy of the
transmission line.  Natural caused damage from wind, ice,
snow, landslides and lightning strikes is typically more
significant than man-caused vandalism.  Still, vandalism is
a matter that BPA takes seriously and addresses directly and
proactively.  BPA has been closely monitoring trends in
transmission line vandalism since 1988.  Over that period of
time, system-wide transmission line vandalism has averaged
approximately $500,000 per year.  This is the direct cost of
replacing/repairing damaged equipment and does not include
the economic losses to customers inconvenienced by loss of
power, or the losses to BPA from foregone power sales
revenues resulting from service interruptions.  In 1994, BPA
established a toll-free nationwide hotline for citizens and
ratepayers to report any incidents of malicious vandalism,
illegal dumping, theft or threats impacting BPA property and
assets, and BPA personnel.  Rewards of up to $25,000 are
offered for information leading to the arrest and conviction of
any person committing criminal act against the power system.
The program has helped to reduce transmission line
vandalism by more than 80 percent.

Comment noted.

1474-001

1 4 7 4 - 0 0 2
1 4 7 4 - 0 0 3
1 4 7 4 - 0 0 4
1 4 7 4 - 0 0 5

1474-006

1474-007

1474-008

1474-009

1474-010

1474-011
1474-012
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1475-001 Comments noted.

1475-002 and -003  Comments noted.

1475-004 and -005  Comments noted.

1475-006 Comments noted.

1475-002

1475-001

1475-003

1475-004

1475-005

1475-006
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1476-001 and -002  Comments noted.

1476-003 and -004  Comments noted.
1476-005  Comments noted.

1476-002

1476-001

1476-003

1476-005
1476-004
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1477-001 and -002  Comments noted.

1477-003 and -004  Trees are a valuable resource irrespective of where
they would be located.  BPA would minimize clearing for the
project to the maximum extent possible.

1477-005  Comments noted.

1477-006  Comments noted.

1477-007 and -008  Comments noted.

1477-009 and -010  Comments noted.

1477-011 and -012  Comments noted.

1477-013 BPA’s environmental analysis on the proposed project addresses
impacts on the human environment, which includes both the
social as well as the natural environment.  BPA does not rate
wildlife habitat inside the CRW more important than habitat for
wildlife and humans outside the CRW.

1477-014 Comment noted.

1477-015, -016, and -017  Comment noted.

1477-001
1477-002
1477-003
1477-004

1477-005

1477-006

1477-007

1477-008

1477-009
1477-010

1477-011
1477-012
1477-013

1477-014

1477-015
1477-016
1477-017
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1478-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1478-003 Comment noted.

1478-004 Comment noted.

1478-005 Comment noted.

1478-001
1478-002

1478-003

1478-004

1478-005
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1479-001 Comment noted.

1479-002 Comment noted.

1479-003 Comment noted.

1479-004 Comment noted.

1479-001

1479-002
1479-003

1479-004
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1481-001 See response to Comments 1421-038-004, 1421-038-005 and
1421-038-006.

1481-002 See response to Comments 1421-032-003 and 1421-032-004.

1481-003 We are being consistent in our numbers.  We also assume a
worst case scenario concerning the filtration plant and would
purchase an insurance package for that risk.  The cost of the
insurance policy is included in the cost of the preferred plan,
Alternative 1.

1481-004 See response to Comments 1421-038-004, 1421-038-005
and 1421-038-006.

BPA believes it has followed the required NEPA procedures.
In response to public comments, we prepared a SDEIS to
consider additional alternatives not considered in the DEIS.  In
the SDEIS, we considered a reasonable array of non-
transmission alternatives.

1481-005 Double-circuit construction on the entire project will not
meet the purpose and need.  See response to Comment
1421-039-001 and Section 2.3.8 of the SDEIS.

1481-006 BPA has undergone formal consultation with the USFWS.  We
also conducted focused surveys for spotted owls last year, and
are conducting them again this year.  Thus far, no spotted owls
have been detected in the action area.  The USFWS has
determined that this project does not jeopardize the
continued existence of spotted owls, and that the take
attributed to this project is minimal.  Our proposed mitigation
would ensure that more potential owl habitat is protected if
the project is built, compared to the No Action Alternative.

1481-001

1481-002

1481-003

1481-004
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1481-005

1481-006

1481-007

1481-008

1481-009

1481-010

1481-011

1481-012

1481-013

1481-007 BPA is in the process of finalizing a Memorandum of
Agreement with Seattle that contains a description of the
mitigation we have agreed to provide for this project.  This is a
legally binding document.

1481-008 The  MOA prohibits BPA from building new rights-of-way
within the CRW.  However, BPA has retained the right to make
improvements (e.g., upgrades) within the proposed right-of-
way for this project.

1481-009 BPA will maintain the roads in the CRW that it uses in good
working order.  However, the CRW contains hundreds of
miles of roads that were built to log timber and for other
purposes, and are unrelated to any of BPA’s projects.
Therefore, BPA does not believe it is our responsibility to
remediate or restore impacts created by others.  However, in
one instance, BPA has agreed to abandon 0.6 mile of BPA road.

1481-010 Concerning the acquisition of lands outside the CRW, please
see response to Comments 1415-003, -004, and -005.

1481-011 Currently there is no water filtration plant on the Cedar River
water supply, so replacement is not possible.  BPA would
purchase an insurance policy to cover the cost of a filtration
plant in case a filtration plant would need to be constructed
due to impacts from this project.  It is unlikely that this would
occur because of impacts from this project.

1481-012 See response to Comment 1481-007.  See response to
Comment 1481-007.

1481-013 See response to Comment 1421-038-001.



3-114

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1482-001

1482-001 and -002  BPA determines the height of its transmission lines by
maintaining a safe clearance between the phase conductors
and ground and other points such as other power lines,
communication lines and roads.  Raising lines is not
economical and can cause safety problems for air traffic.
Additionally, there are visual impacts that have to be
considered.  Right-of-way widths are determined by
calculating how much the conductor swings and keeping a
safe horizontal clearance to objects not on right-of-way such
as buildings.  Raising the line would not necessarily reduce the
right-of-way width needed.

See also response to Comment 340-002.

1482-003 and -004  There will be some increase to the amount of roads
due to the very short new “spur” roads needed to get to
individual tower sites.  Other new road segments are needed
to bypass wetlands that existing road segments go through.
BPA is in discussions with Seattle concerning the potential of
closing more roads within the CRW.  Concerning Seattle’s
electric rates, BPA’s study of non-transmission options
indicates those options at best would delay the need for this
project by only two to three years making these non-
transmission options not viable.

1482-002

1482-003

1482-004
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1483-001

1483-002

1483-003

1483-001 and -002  The BPA as specified under the EPA rules pertaining to
stormwater discharges into surface water bodies (40 CFR 122-
124), shall obtain an NPDES permit for construction activities,
including clearing, grading, and excavation, that disturbs one or
more acres of land.  Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act,
federal facilities (or projects) are subject to these permitting
requirements, administration of this program has been
delegated to the State, however, for federal projects, EPA
administers this program.  BPA as a federal agency, will obtain a
general NPDES permit from EPA Region 10.  BPA will prepare a
project specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention (SWPP) plan.
This plan helps ensure that erosion control measures would be
implemented and maintained during construction.  It also
addresses best management practices for stabilization,
stormwater management, water quality monitoring, and other
control measures.  Additionally the SWPP plan contains a site-
specific Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures (SPCC)
Plan, that covers the project scope of work (including
equipment, materials, and activities).  Refer to Comment Letter
#394 - Appendix A. Section 1.1.1.4 Storage, Assembly, and
Refueling Areas, and 4.5.2.1.

1483-003 Please also see response to Comments 1420-001 and -002.
A new transmission line does benefit the general public
including those property owners who are directly impacted.
The cost of a new power line are added to the cost of
electricity people throughout the region buy.  As the cost of
the project goes up, so do the rates people pay for their
electricity.  BPA seeks the least cost alternative that has the least
overall impacts.  BPA has determined Alternative 1 through the
CRW is its preferred route as having the least overall
environmental impacts and the least overall cost.
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1484-001

1484-002

1484-003

1484-004

1484-005

1484-006

1484-007

1484-008
1484-009
1484-010
1484-011
1484-012

1484-013

1484-014

1484-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1484-003 and -004  In actuality, the maintenance costs, based on present
worth, are not a large cost contributor for comparison
analysis.  The CRW does provide protection for the
transmission lines, but the special care BPA maintenance
crews will need to take to preserve/enhance wildlife habitat
and to protect water quality in the Cedar River and Rock
Creek more than make up for any savings BPA would see as a
result of security within the CRW.

1484-005 and -006  The increased costs for going through the CRW are
based on mitigation for removing timber covered by Seattle’s
HCP and for mitigation for potential impacts to Seattle’s
drinking water source.  BPA has included mitigation measures
for the other routes based on the type of potential impacts
they would have to wildlife habitat and other resources.

1484-007 Please see response to Comments 1420-001 and -002.

1484-008 and -009  The SDEIS provides general socio-economic impacts
of the proposed transmission line for all route alternatives.
Please refer to Section 4.11.2.5, Community Values and
Concerns, Property Value Impact.  If the Record of Decision
identifies that the construction alternative has been selected
along a specific route, then specific appraisals will be
prepared for the land rights needed.

1484-010, -011, and -012  See response to Comments 1484-008 and
-009.

1484-013  BPA staff appraisers are not required to be state certified.
However, all BPA staff appraisers have chosen to be state
certified.  BPA appraisers follow the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practices and follow all applicable
federal guidelines.  Also see response to Comment 1429-021-
001.  If BPA needs to acquire land rights across your property,
and you disagree with BPA’s opinion of fair market value, BPA
would be willing to review any additional market data that
you may have, or review recent appraisals of your property.
You may also choose to use the condemnation process, and
have the courts establish Just Compensation for your property.

1484-014 Comment noted.
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1485-001

1485-001 Comment noted.

1485-002 BPA has considered other alternatives.  See Chapter 2 of the
SDEIS.

1485-003 and -004  NMFS has concurred with BPA’s analysis that the
proposed action “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect”
Puget Sound salmon.  See Appendix U of the SDEIS.

1485-005 Please see response to Comments 1415-003, -004, and -005.

1486-006 Please see response to Comments 1415-003, -004, and -005.

1485-007 BPA would be replacing two structures on the existing line
with double-circuit structures at the Cedar River crossing due
to potential but unlikely impacts to Seattle’s unfiltered
drinking water and to fish and wildlife.  The cost of this
double-circuit option is over $2 million for construction and
material costs and an unknown amount for the loss to utilities
while the existing line is out of service for at least three weeks
during the summer.  The double-circuit option also would
reduce reliability of the system somewhat by having both
circuits on the same towers.

1485-008 The crossing of the Raging River also has potential
environmental impacts, but would not impact an unfiltered
drinking water supply.  BPA is not proposing a double-circuit
option across the Raging River due to the potential high costs,
decrease in reliability, and the ability to mitigate potential
impacts to the river.  Mitigation could include topping of trees
if feasible and planting and seeding low-growing plants where
trees have been cut.

The trees that would be removed are primarily second growth
conifers about 36 to 75 years old.  See response to Comment
340-002 regarding BPA’s purchase of property for
compensatory mitigation.

1485-009 It may not be possible to eradicate noxious weeds such as
Scotch broom within the CWR because BPA is unable to use
herbicides as a management tool.  The proposed corridor
would be monitored annually to identify any noxious weeds.
The area would also be replanted with native plants and/or
grasses in disturbed areas to control any noxious weeds during

1485-002

1485-003
1485-004

1485-005

1485-006

1485-007

1485-008

1485-009

1485-010

1485-011
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construction.  Maintenance of both the existing corridor and
the proposed corridor would include yearly monitoring for
noxious weeds and the treatments prescribed.  The following
treatment methods would be used to control the spread of
noxious weeds: machine cutting, hand cutting, pulling and re-
planting with native plant species and or grasses.  Outside the
CRW, herbicides may be used with the permission of the
landowner.

1485-010 BPA has considered other alternatives to building a transmission
line.  See Chapter 2 of the SDEIS.

1485-011 Comment noted.

1486-001

1486-002

1486-001 and -002  Comment noted.
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1488-001

1488-002

1488-001 Comment noted.

BPA would replace some existing roads within the Cedar River
Watershed that currently go through wetlands with new roads
that would bypass wetlands.  No fill would be placed within
wetland.  The roads replaced would be made such that vehicles
could no longer traverse them and would have to use the new
roads.  BPA would also make it such that one particular road on
the north side of the watershed, just outside the watershed,
could no longer be used by the public.  No additional roads
outside the watershed would be decommissioned.  BPA is in
discussions with Seattle on potential other roads that could be
decommissioned within the watershed.

1488-002 Comment noted.

1488-003 Comment noted.  The insurance has a limit of $105 million.
This was the estimated cost of building a water filtration plant
designed to meet the Cedar River Watershed’s requirements.

1488-004 and -005  Please see Chapter 2 for information on BPA’s
conservation programs and funding and Appendix J for
information about non-transmission alternatives.

1488-003

1488-004

1488-005
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1491-001

1491-002

1491-003

1491-004

1491-005

1491-001 Comment noted.

Comment noted.

1491-002 and -003  Comment noted.

1491-004 and -005  BPA and SPU are working together to control the
spread of noxious weeds in the existing corridor and will
continue to work together in the future on the proposed
corridor.  The existing corridor has had little or no effect on
water quality in the CWR.
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1491-006

1491-007

1491-008
1491-009

1491-010
1491-011
1491-012

1491-013
1491-014

1491-015

1491-016

1491-006 See response to Comments 394-090 and 394-104.

1491-007 and -008  Comment noted.

1491-009 Comment noted.

1491-010 Comment noted.

1491-011 Comment noted.

1491-012 Comment noted.

See response to Comments 1423-002, 1421-038-004, 1421-
038-005 and 1421-038-006

1491-015, -016, and -017  Please see response to Comments 1420-001 and
-002.

1491-017
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1491-018
1491-019

1491-020

1491-021

1491-022

1491-023

1491-024

1491-025

1491-026

1491-027

1491-018, -019, -020, and -021  Please see response to Comments 1420-
001 and -002.

1491-022 and -023  Comment noted.

1491-024 Please see response to Comments 1415-003, -004, and -005
concerning purchasing of lands outside the watershed.

1491-025, -026, and -027  Please see response to Comments 1415-003,
and -004 and Comments 1485-006, -007, and -008.
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1491-027

1491-028

1491-029

1491-030

1491-031

1491-032

1491-033

1491-035

1491-034

1491-028 See response to Comment 1423.

1491-029 and -030  Please see response to Comments 1485-006, -007,
and -008.

1491-031 and -032  Please see response to Comments 1485-006, -007,
and -008.

1491-033 Please see response to Comment 1485-009.

1491-034 and -035  Please see response to Comment 1485-009.  We
may not be able to initiate work at the same time as
construction.  However, there are practices such as putting
down straw and seeding with grasses that could reduce the
spread of noxious weeds.  Hydroseeding may also be an
alternative.
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1493-001

1493-005
1493-004

1493-006

1493-001, -002, -003, -004, and -005  BPA gathers information regarding
well locations along the project route through surveys,
examination of title policies, and landowner interviews.  If you
have a well that is located along the project route, please
share the specific well location information with BPA to
ensure that safeguarding the well is addressed in the
construction specifications, if the construction alternative is
selected.

Please refer to the SDEIS, Section 4.11.2.5, Community Values
and Concerns, Property Value Impact.  King County was
included in the studies regarding the impacts of transmission
lines on property values.  If an easement is acquired across
your property, BPA's offer would be based on a professional
real estate appraisal.

When BPA acquires rights-of-way for its transmission facilities,
they are not made available for public use.  Sometimes
landowners and BPA can work together to place gates across
access roads that BPA uses to access its transmission facilities.

1493-036 See response to Comment 1467-002.

1493-002
1493-003
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1494-001
1494-001, -002, and -003  See response to Comments 1484-008 and

-009.

1494-002

1494-003
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1495-001
1495-001, -002, -003, and -004  Comments noted.  We appreciate the

time your students took writing to us.  BPA is committed to
protecting the CRW if a decision is made to implement
Alternative 1.1495-002

1495-003

1495-004
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1496-001
1496-001, -002, -003, and -004  BPA is committed to protecting the

drinking water in the Cedar River and the animals that use the
Cedar River Watershed.  Though BPA needs to clear trees for
the right-of-way, clearing and then planting with species useful
for forage for deer and elk will benefit these animals.  We will
consider your comments and all the comments received on
this project carefully.

1496-004

1496-003

1496-002
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1497-005

1497-001

1497-004

1497-003

1497-002

1497-001 BPA is proposing to construct one transmission line next to the
existing BPA line through the watershed.  BPA supports many
conservation programs throughout the Northwest and has
done a study that suggests that not enough energy could be
conserved to remove the need for this new line. See Section
2.2.9 and Appendix J of the SDEIS.

1497-002,  -003, and -004  BPA is concerned about potential impacts to
wildlife and will purchase other lands that will be preserved
for wildlife.

BPA is required to have firefighting equipment on hand during
construction and will comply with any fire restrictions if there
is high fire danger during construction.

BPA did consider other alternatives that would be build
around the watershed, including alternatives that would
require removing homes. Our preferred alternative was
selected because, overall, it has the least potential
environmental impacts.

1497-005 Thank you for your comments.
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1498-001

1498-001, -002, -003, and -004  Thank you for your comments.  BPA
has had a transmission line in the Cedar River Watershed for
over 30 years.  This existing line has not caused dirty water or
a fire.  BPA is required to cut trees that might be a danger to
the line.  These “danger trees” need to be cut so that what you
are concerned about will not happen.

BPA has considered putting the line underground, but it is very
expensive and so it is not being considered.  BPA also is
considering putting the line through neighborhoods outside
the Cedar River Watershed.  These other routes also have
impacts to people and wildlife.

1498-002

1498-004
1498-003
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1499-001

1499-001, -002, and -003  Thank you for your comments.  Please see
response to Comment Letter 1498.

Trees that might pose a danger to the transmission line must be
cut for safety reasons.  Though trees would be cut, there are
other trees close to the area and animals would likely move to
those trees for shelter.  BPA is proposing buying other land that
would replace the wildlife habitat impacted by the proposed
line.  That land could not be developed and would provide
habitat for animals forever.

1499-002

1499-003
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1500-001, -002, -003, -004, and -005  Please see responses to Comment
letters 1498 and 1499.

1500-001

1500-002

1500-003

1500-004

1500-005
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1501-001

1501-001, -002, and -003  Please see responses to Comment letters 1498
and 1499.

BPA is proposing many mitigation measures to prevent damage
to the drinking water supply and to wildlife habitat.  Thank
you for your comments.

1501-002

1501-003
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1502-001, -002, -003, -004, and -005  Thank you for your comments.
Please see responses to Comment letters 1498 and 1499.

BPA has extensive experience with energy conservation in the
Pacific Northwest and encourages energy conservation
through programs with Northwest utilities.  Conservation
could not reduce the need for this project, but it is a good
idea to reduce the need for energy in specific areas and at
specific times of the day and year.

1502-001

1502-002

1502-003

1502-004

1502-005
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1503-001, -002, -003, and -004  Thank you for your comments. Please
see responses to Comment letters 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501
and 1502.1503-001

1503-002

1503-004

1503-003
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1504-001, -002, -003, and -004  Thank you for your comments. Please
see responses to Comment letters 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501
and 1502.

BPA is proposing to use helicopters for construction in the
Cedar River Municipal Watershed.

1504-001

1504-003

1504-004

1504-002
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1505-001, -002, -003, and -004  Thank you for your comments. Please
see responses to Comment letters 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501
and 1502.

1505-001

1505-002
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1505-002

1505-003

1505-004
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1506-001 Thank you for your comments. Please see responses to
Comment letters 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501 and 1502.

1506-001
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1506-001
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1507-001, -002, and -003  Thank you for your comments. Please see
responses to Comment letters 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501 and
1502.

1507-002

1507-003

1507-001
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1508-001 Thank you for your comments. Please see responses to
Comment letters 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501 and 1502.

1508-001
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1509-001, -002, -003, and -004  Thank you for your comments. Please
see responses to Comment letters 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501
and 1502.

1509-001

1509-002

1509-004

1509-003
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1510-001, -002, -003, and -004  Thank you for your comments. Please
see responses to Comment letters 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501
and 1502.

1510-001

1510-002

1510-003

1510-004
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1511-01, -002, -003, -004, -005, and -006  Thank you for your
comments. Please see responses to Comment letters 1498,
1499, 1500, 1501 and 1502.

1511-001

1511-002
1511-003
1511-004
1511-005

1511-006
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1512-01, -002, -003, and -004  Thank you for your comments. Please
see responses to Comment letters 1498, 1499, 1500, 1501
and 1502.

1512-001

1512-004

1512-003

1512-002
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1513-01, -002, -003, -004, -005, -006, -007, and -008  Thank you for
your comments. Please see responses to Comment letters
1498, 1499, 1500, 1501 and 1502.1513-001

1513-002

1513-004

1513-003

1513-005

1513-006

1513-007

1513-008
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1517-01, -002, and -003  Comment noted.1517-001

1517-002

1517-003
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1518-001

1518-002
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1519-001, -002, and -003  Comment noted.1519-001

1519-002

1519-003
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1520-001 Comment noted.

1520-002 Relocations are subject to specific regulations under Public Law
91-646.  The brochure, “Your Rights and Benefits as a
Displaced Person,” provides information for parties displaced
from their residences, businesses or farm operations and can
be obtained at the following Web site:  http://
www.fhwa.dot.gov/realestate/rights/index.htm.  The purpose of
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 is as follows:  “The purpose of
this title is to establish a uniform policy for fair and equitable
treatment of persons displaced as a result of federal and
federally assisted programs in order that such persons shall not
suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of programs designed
for the benefit of the public as a whole.”

1520-002

1520-001
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1521-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1521-003 and -004  Comment noted.
1521-003

1521-002
1521-001

1521-004
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1522-001 See response to Comment 340-002.

1522-002 BPA is proposing to use helicopters for construction on
Alternative 1 to reduce the need for new roads.

1522-003 BPA is working with agencies, landowners and tribes to
determine the best plant mix for animals.  Native species
would be part of that mix.

1522-004 Please see response to Comments 1415-003, -004, and -005.

1522-004

1522-002
1522-001

1522-003
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1523-001 Comment noted.

1523-002 Comment noted.
1523-003 Comment noted.

1523-004, -005, and -006  Comment noted.

1523-007 Comment noted.

1523-008 Comment noted.

1523-001

1523-008

1523-002

1523-003

1523-004
1523-005

1523-006

1523-007
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1524-001 Comment noted.

1524-001
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1525-001 Comment noted.  Alternative 1 is BPA’s preferred alternative.

1525-002 Comment noted.

1525-001

1525-002
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1525a
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1526-001 and -002  See response to Comment 1520-002.
1526-001

1526-002
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1527-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1527-003 BPA has analyzed the impacts on a per unit basis for all of the
alternatives.  The impacts were quantified for distance (miles),
area (acres) and other units such as milligauss and decibels.
Please see the summary table of impacts in the SDEIS, Table 2-
3, located from page 2-67 through 2-74.

1527-004 and -005  Comment noted.

1527-006 Comment noted.

1527-007 Comment noted.

1527-008 Comment noted.

1527-009 and -010  Comment noted.

1527-011 and -012  Comment noted.

1527-013 Comment noted

1527-014 See response to Comments 1484-008 and -009.

1527-015 Comment noted.

1527-016, 017, and -018  Comment noted.

1527-019 Comment noted

1527-020 The estimated cost to acquire land rights was included in the
economic costs for all alternatives.

1527-021 and -022  See response to Comment 1474-011.

1527-023 BPA is trying to work with all property owners.  The issue for
property owners is often concerning the value they think their
property is worth compared to the fair market value as
obtained from other properties recently sold in the same area.
BPA felt it was inappropriate to discuss the specifics of
individual negotiations at a public meeting.  BPA will continue
to work with landowners to try to find a common solution.

1527-024 On the watershed, the City of Seattle has the responsibility to
protect drinking water.  This responsibility is monitored by the
State Department of Health and the federal Environmental
Protection Agency, as well as the public.  The watershed also
has an established Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  The
proposed acquisition of the properties is only one aspect of
the mitigation plan to protect the watershed. BPA recognizes
that the private properties in this area exhibit some of the same
qualities as found in the watershed in regard to timber,
vegetation, and wildlife, but the private properties do not have
the same public responsibilities.

1527-001

1527-003

1527-002

1 5 2 7 - 0 0 4
1 5 2 7 - 0 0 5
1 5 2 7 - 0 0 6
1 5 2 7 - 0 0 7
1 5 2 7 - 0 0 8
1 5 2 7 - 0 0 9
1 5 2 7 - 0 1 0
1 5 2 7 - 0 1 1
1 5 2 7 - 0 1 2
1 5 2 7 - 0 1 3
1 5 2 7 - 0 1 4
1 5 2 7 - 0 1 5

1 5 2 7 - 0 1 6
1 5 2 7 - 0 1 7
1 5 2 7 - 0 1 8

1 5 2 7 - 0 1 9

1 5 2 7 - 0 2 0

1 5 2 7 - 0 2 1
1 5 2 7 - 0 2 2

1527-023

1527-024
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1528-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1528-003 and -004  See response to Comment 1527-023.

1528-001

1528-003

1528-002

1528-004
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1529-001 Most of these two comments quote the regulations, and as such
we note the references.  Concerning the listed categories of
impacts, BPA believes each category referenced above has
been adequately described in the EIS. BPA agrees that the
proposed project and its associated management practices
could have potentially significant impacts.  That is why we
immediately proceeded to produce an EIS rather than an
Environmental Assessment.  However, we believe the preferred
alternative, and its associated mitigation and best management
practices mitigate those potentially significant impacts to a level
below the level of significance with the exception of impacts to
forested wetlands due to right-of-way clearing and to the visual
resource.  In fact, we believe the proposed project represents
an environmental net benefit to the CRW, and to the public.
We disagree that it is improper to use relative terms such as
“low, medium or high” to discuss the nature of the impacts.
We believe making these assessments helps the public and
decision-maker to be better informed concerning the nature of
the various impacts upon the environment.

1529-001
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1529-002 and -003  The SDEIS, Section 4.1, Land Use Impacts, identifies
a high impact for Alternative C, where approximately 30 to 35
homes would be displaced.  Alternative A has a high impact
since up to 25 homes would be displaced.  Alternative 1, the
preferred alternative has a moderate impact, potentially
displacing 2 homes.

1529-004 and -005  Several factors are considered in determining the
impacts to properties including environmental and
socioeconomic.  Some of the socioeconomic impacts must be
generalized until specific appraisals are conducted on the
impacted properties.  Also see 1484-008 and 1484-009.

1529-002

1529-005

1529-003

1529-004
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1530-001, 002, -003, -004, -005 and -006  BPA thoroughly examined a
number of alternatives, including conservation and changes to
the grid (see Section 2.2 of the SDEIS). Please see response to
Comments 1415-003, -004, and 005.  BPA would need to
construct some new short spur roads to get to the new tower
sites from existing roads.  In addition, BPA would build new
road segments to replace existing roads that proceed through
wetlands.  BPA and an independent contractor have looked at
other non-transmission alternatives, as described in the SDEIS,
and have determined they do not meet BPA or the region’s
needs.  Non-transmission alternatives would only delay the
need for the project by about 2-3 years. BPA thoroughly
examined a number of alternatives, including conservation
and changes to the grid (see Section 2.2 of the SDEIS).

1529-006

1530-001
1530-002
1530-003

1530-004
1530-005
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1420-001-001 Table 2-3 of the SDEIS summarizes the impacts and costs
of the alternatives considered.

1420-001-002 BPA is concerned about mitigating environmental
impacts whether inside or outside the CRW.  Inside the
CRW the issues are contaminating the drinking water for
the city of Seattle and surrounding communities that also
use the Cedar River Watershed for their supply and the
impacts to the established Habitat Conservation Plan.  As
a result, BPA is proposing to use extensive best
management practices and use special engineering
techniques and construction practices to minimize
impacts to the drinking water.  BPA is also looking at
purchasing lands to compensate for the lands that would
be changed in character within the CRW and its HCP.
BPA is also committed to minimizing impacts to the
environment outside the CRW including the drinking
water (likely wells) to individual residences and potential
impacts to the creeks and rivers where low-growing
vegetation would be left.  BPA would use conventional
designs and construction methods while also
implementing best management practices to those areas
outside of the CRW including those areas outside the
CRW on the preferred alternative.  BPA can minimize
impacts to the environment to those properties outside
the CRW by implementing conventional best
management practices and conventional designs and
construction techniques.

1420-001-001

1420-001-002
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1420-001-002

1420-001-002

1420-002-001

1420-001-002 The cost figures in the SDEIS include the best
management practices anticipated for each route, using
special design and construction techniques inside the
Cedar River and Kent watersheds and conventional
designs and construction techniques for those areas
outside of the watersheds including those areas outside
the watershed for the preferred alternative.  The cost for
each alternative also includes costs to process potential
condemnation cases and to work with a great many more
landowners and on some options, the removal of many
homes.  As noted in the SDEIS, the costs are greater for
those alternatives outside of the CRW.

1420-002-001 In Alternative B, the existing double-circuit 345-kV line is
replaced with a double-circuit 500-kV line.  To meet the
need, a 500-kV line is required.  Unfortunately, it is not
feasible to modify the existing line to add a 500-kV
circuit on the other side. The existing structures are
simply not designed to carry a 500-kV line.  The only
feasible approach is to tear down the existing line and
replace it with double-circuit 500-kV, operating one side
at 500-kV and the other at 345-kV.
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1420-002-001

1420-002-001
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1420-002-001

1420-002-002

1420-002-002 BPA will work with the FAA to determine spans that need
to be marked for safety.
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1420-002-002

1420-002-002

1420-002-002 BPA will work with the FAA to determine spans that need
to be marked for safety.
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1420-001-003

1420-001-003 To the extent that consumers are applying demand side
management (DSM) (conservation) measures, or the retail
utility is sponsoring DSM programs, those effects have
been incorporated into the electric demand forecast.  In
the examination of non-transmission alternatives, the
consultants found, “The range of 412,000 MWh to
1,500,000 MWh of required energy reduction is high
compared to the level of annual growth in the Puget
Sound Area of approximately 1,000,000 MWh. The
DSM programs would need to reduce energy each year
from half to one and a half times the annual energy
growth.”  See Appendix J, Section 6.4 and the response
to Comment 1422-005-001.
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1420-003-001

1420-003-001 Comment noted.

1420-003-001 Comment noted.



3-174

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1420-003-001

1420-003-002

1420-003-003

1420-003-002 Comment noted.

1420-003-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.
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1420-003-004

1420-003-005

1420-003-003

1420-003-007

1420-003-008

1420-003-007 and -008  Comment noted.
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1420-003-009

1420-003-008 Comment noted.

1420-004-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1420-004-002

1420-004-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.

1420-004-001

1420-004-003

1420-004-004
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1420-004-005

1420-004-006

1420-004-006

1420-004-006 Comment noted.

1420-004-004
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1420-004-006

1420-004-006 Comment noted.

1420-004-006
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1420-004-006

1420-004-007

1420-004-008

1420-004-009

1420-004-010

1420-004-011

1420-004-012

1420-004-014

1420-004-007 Comment noted.

1420-004-008 Comment noted.

1420-004-009 Comment noted.

1420-004-010 Comment noted.

1420-004-011 Comment noted.

1420-004-012 Comment noted.

1420-004-013
1420-004-013 Comment noted.



3-180

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1420-004-014

1420-004-015

1420-004-016

1420-004-017

1420-004-018

1420-004-014 Comment noted.

1420-004-015 Comment noted.

1420-004-016 Comment noted.

1420-004-017 Comment noted.

1420-004-018 Comment noted.

1420-005-001 1420-005-001, -002, -003, and -004  The Camp North Bend (or Camp
Waskowitz) Historic District was listed in the National
Register of Historic Places and the Washington Heritage
Register in 1993.  Its area of significance is identified as
“Conservation.” Construction of Project Alternatives B or
D would have an adverse effect on the district by adding
to the land use, noise, and visual impacts that accompany
the existing line.  If one of these alternatives were
selected, BPA would work with the State Historic
Preservation Officer to take into consideration the impact
and develop mitigation measures or otherwise resolve the
adverse effect.

1420-005-002
1420-005-003
1420-005-004

1420-006-001
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1420-006-001 1420-006-001 Comment noted.

1420-007-001 BPA will work with the FAA to determine spans that need
to be marked for safety.

1420-008-001 After BPA released a draft environmental impact statement
in June 2001, BPA was asked and agreed to analyze in
greater detail alternatives outside of the watershed, and to
look at non-construction alternatives. BPA has conducted
this additional analysis and concluded that Alternative 1 is
still the preferred transmission line route. The final
decision will be made by BPA’s Administrator in a Record
of Decision, scheduled for August 2003. People on the
project mailing list will be sent notice of the decision.

1420-009-001 and -002  Please refer to the SDEIS, Section 4.11.2.5,
Community Values and Concerns, Property Value
Impact.  King County was included in the study.  If an
easement is acquired across your property, BPA’s offer
would be based on a professional real estate appraisal.

1420-010-001 See response to Comment 1389-001.

1420-010-001 There are multiple things that could delay the Record of
Decision, such as BPA choosing a different alternative
other than the current preferred alternative, new
information obtained from the comment period for the
SDEIS that would result in more studies, drastic changes
in BPA’s economic health, a sudden downturn in
anticipated load growth beyond currently anticipated,
and many other unforeseen items.  BPA is committed to
use its best efforts to have a Record of Decision in August
2003.

1420-007-001

1420-008-001

1420-009-001

1420-009-002

1420-010-001

1420-010-001



3-182

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1420-011-001

1420-012-001

1420-013-001

1420-014-001

1420-011-001 and -002  EMF has no impact on water quality. Water
passing through magnetic or electric fields is no different
from “unexposed” water.

1420-012-001 The trees that would be removed from the right-of-way
for the preferred route vary in age from young plantations
to stands that have trees upwards to 80 years of age.

1420-013-001 Please see Chapter 2 of the SDEIS for the costs of each
alternative.  See also Table 2-3.

1420-014-001 See response to Comment 1421-039-002.

1420-011-002
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1421-001-002

1421-001-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-002-001 and -002  Comment noted. Please see Section 4.13 of the
SDEIS for information about noise impacts.

1421-003-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-004-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-004-003, -004, -005, and -006  See response to Comment 1389-
001.

1421-005-001 BPA is conducting the environmental review on the
proposed project on the human environment.  The
human environment includes both the social
environment and the natural environment.  The social
environment includes such resources areas as land use,
recreation, transportation, socioeconomics, noise, public
health and safety, aesthetics, and cultural resources.
Before BPA makes a decision on locating any of its major
transmission facilities it looks at all environmental
impacts, costs and how the alternative would affect the
transmission system.  Natural resources, including
wildlife, are not favored over social resources in BPA’s
decision-making.

1421-006-001 Comment noted.

1421-001-001

1421-002-002

1421-002-001

1421-003-001

1421-003-002

1421-004-001

1421-004-002
1421-004-003
1421-004-004
1421-004-005
1421-004-006

1421-005-001

1421-006-001
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1421-006-002  Comment noted.

1421-007-001 Comment noted.

1421-008-001 Comment noted.

1421-009-001 and -002  See response to Comments 1420-009-001
and -002.

1421-010-001 See response to Comment 1389-001.

1421-011-001 BPA’s primary concerns when designing our towers are
strength and safety.  Aesthetics is difficult to quantify.
Some find our towers aesthetically pleasing, others do not.

1421-006-002

1421-007-001

1421-008-001

1421-009-001

1421-009-002

1421-010-001

1421-011-001
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1421-011-001

1421-012-001
1421-012-002
1421-012-003
1421-012-004
1421-012-005
1421-012-006

1421-013-001

1421-015-001

1421-015-002

1421-012-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-012-003, -004, -005, and -006  Comment noted.

1421-013-001 and -002  BPA may use helicopter construction for
alternatives outside the Cedar River Watershed and the
watershed belonging to the city of Kent.  Helicopter
construction would be an option for the contractor who
would determine if it would be economical to use a
helicopter as compared to constructing roads and crane
pads such that erosion would be kept to a minimum.
BPA is committed to using the most efficient method of
construction while minimizing erosion.  In the Cedar
River Watershed the issue is also associated with Seattle
needing to build a $105 million turbidity filtration plant
if BPA’s project were to trigger a massive erosion event.
No such concern about a filtration plant exists outside
the CRW.

1421-014-001 Comment noted.

1421-015-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-013-002

1421-014-001
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1421-016-001, -002, and -003  You are correct.  The current water quality
in the CRW is good.

1421-017-001 and -002  Comment noted.  If BPA were to decide to
construct the project through the Cedar River Municipal
Watershed, it would purchase the land rights from Seattle
Public Utilities, who own title to the CRMW.  The
disposition of any monies that would be obtained by
SPU for the timber that would be removed to construct
the line would be up to SPU, not BPA.

1421-018-001 and -002  BPA has not committed to purchasing a
filtration plant.  BPA has agreed to purchase insurance
that could pay for a filtration plant in the event the
project causes Seattle to need to construct such a
filtration plant by order of the Department of Health.  BPA
is committed to safe guard Seattle’s drinking water with
multiple mitigation measures that would reduce or
eliminate erosion.

1421-019-001 BPA’s transmission line easements do not allow structures
within the right-of-way.  BPA does not control location of
structures outside of its right-of-way.

1421-020-001 BPA has no information on where the staging area(s)
would be located at this time.  The selection of staging
areas would be at the discretion of the contractor and
would be approved by the landowner.  No staging areas
would be in the Cedar River Watershed.

1421-018-001

1421-015-002

1421-016-001

1421-016-002

1421-016-003

1421-017-001

1421-017-002

1421-018-002

1421-019-001

1421-020-001
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1421-020-001

1421-021-001

1421-022-001

1420-023-001

1421-024-001

1421-025-001

1421-026-001

1421-027-001

1421-027-002

1421-021-001 BPA used numbers (1, 2, 3, and 4) to represent
alternatives being considered in the Cedar River
Municipal Watershed and letters (A, B, C and D) to
represent alternatives being considered outside of the
watershed.  Since this labeling was used in the draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS), BPA decided to
continue to use it for the SDEIS.

1421-022-001 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

1421-023-001 Comment noted.

1421-024-001 See response to Comments 1415-003 and -004.

1421-025-001 See response to Comment 1415-005.

1421-026-001 Interference with television reception can be corrected
by any of several approaches:  improving the receiving
antenna system; installing a remote antenna; installing an
antenna for TV stations less vulnerable to interference;
connecting to an existing cable system; or installing a
translator.  BPA has an active program to identify,
investigate, and mitigate legitimate complaints.

1421-027-001 and -002  BPA is proposing to use double-circuit towers
within the existing ROW on each side of the Cedar River.
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1421-028-001

1421-028-003

1421-028-002

1421-028-001, -002, -003, and -004  Comment noted.

1421-029-001, and -002  Comment noted.

1421-028-004

1421-029-001

1421-029-002
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1421-030-001 BPA is continually meeting with the city of Seattle
concerning crossing the CRW with a new transmission
line.  The City and BPA are in negotiations.  The issues for
Seattle are impacts the transmission line could cause to
their drinking water and to their Habitat Conservation
Plan.  BPA would implement best management practices
to minimize impacts to the drinking water and the HCP.
As a result, Seattle has made it clear they do not want the
new transmission line to cross their watershed unless
considerable mitigation and best management practices
are put in place.  As described the SDEIS, considerable
best management practices for design and construction
have already been agreed to.  BPA has also purchased 350
acres, and would purchase more lands to help mitigate
crossing of the watershed.

1421-030-001
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1421-031-001

1421-031-001 The Canadian Treaty power is produced at dams in the
U.S. (See Appendix I.)  In an agreement from the 1960s,
the Canadians sold their one-half share of the benefits to
the United States for 30 years.  Those sales are now
expiring.  Both the Canadian and U.S. utilities have been
planning for this eventuality when determining their
resource needs.  According to published information,
British Columbia is approaching load/resource balance,
including the return of the Treaty power.  U.S. utilities
have planned to develop or purchase the power needed
to meet the return obligation.  British Columbia sells
power to California mostly in the spring, summer and
fall.  During the winter cold weather event that triggers
the need for the proposed line, British Columbia would
also be seeing increased demands, and would use all of
the power to meet their own needs.

1421-031-001

1421-01-031
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1421-031-001

1421-031-001

1421-031-001

1421-031-001
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1421-032-001

1421-032-002

1421-032-003

1421-032-004

1421-032-001 and -002  BPA thoroughly examined non-transmission
alternatives in the SDEIS.  Please see Appendix J.

1421-032-003 and -004  The consultant’s study examined non-
transmission alternatives in terms of feasibility as well as
economic effectiveness.  In Appendix J, Section 1.2, they
find “As illustrated in Figure 1, a 3-year deferral of the line
would require 100% of the available load relief from the
large aluminum smelter in the area, plus operation of all
existing generation not expected to be on-line, plus load
relief from 28% of industrial load in the area. To put the
28% industrial participation rate in perspective, we
reviewed information from 13 utility DR programs, and
found only four with participation rates above 5%.”  This
finding is without regard to cost.

The EIS also considers the economics of each alternative.
The $25 million figure was established as a reference to
compare non-construction alternatives to the preferred
alternative.
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1421-032-004

1421-033-001

1421-033-001 Cultural resources are evaluated for their eligibility for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  The
criteria for eligibility are found in the Code of Federal
Regulations, 36 CFR 40.4. BPA requires its cultural
resource contractor to prepare determination of
eligibility forms, which it then submits to the State
Historic Preservation Officer for review.  The Tribes
receive materials about the cultural resources assessment
and determinations of resource eligibility for their review.
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1421-034-001

1421-035-001

1421-035-002

1421-034-001 No, they have not.  BPA is committed, if the preferred
alternative is chosen, to use the extensive best
management practices outlined in the SDEIS.  BPA
recognizes that this project may be held to higher
standards than those used by Seattle in the past.  BPA is
very concerned about the potential impact to Seattle’s
drinking water.

1421-035-001 Approximately 86 acres would be cleared within the
proposed right-of-way.  Additional “danger trees” would
be taken outside of the right-of-way.  Danger trees are
any trees that may pose a threat to the safe operation of
the line.

1421-035-002 Please see Table 2-3 in the SDEIS which compares the
various alternatives.
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1421-036-001
1421-036-002

1421-036-003
1421-036-002

1421-036-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-036-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.
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1421-036-005

1421-036-006

1421-036-007

1421-036-006 and -007  BPA is planning to mitigate for crossing the Cedar
River Watershed.  The lands outside of the watershed are
owned by private landowners and the Department of
Natural Resources.  BPA pays to cross their properties.
Those landowners can use those moneys received from
BPA to purchase other properties if they determine it
necessary.  BPA intends to closely examine the clearing
needs along and near the Raging River and would use
methods to minimize erosion potential to the Raging
River, such as topping of trees, if feasible, and
encouraging low-growing vegetation.

1421-036-008 and -009  See response to Comment 1415-003 and -004.

1421-036-009

1421-036-008
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1421-036-009

1421-036-010

1421-036-012

1421-036-011

1421-036-013

1421-036-014

1421-037-001

1421-037-003

1421-037-004

1421-038-001

1421-036-010 and -011  BPA is working with SPU to develop a vegetation
management plan for both the existing and proposed
rights-of-way.  The plan will prescribe site-specific
management practices that provide habitat, protect and
restore aquatic resources, and control weeds.

1421-036-012, -013, and -014  Comment noted.

1421-037-001, -002, -003, and -004  See response to Comment
340-002.

1421-038-001 BPA is allowing 45 days for public/agency review of the
SDEIS.  We acknowledge that the document contains a
lot of information, and that an EIS consists of two
documents, i.e., the draft and final EISs.  We anticipate
releasing the final EIS on July 1, 2003, and a Record of
Decision in August.  To maintain this schedule, BPA cannot
assure that comments received after March 1, 2003 will
be considered in the FEIS.

1421-037-002
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1421-038-002 BPA is committed, and legally bound to implement the
mitigation measures that it inserts into its Record of
Decision, pursuant to 40 CFR 1503.3  That federal
regulation states, in part, “Mitigation (§ 1505.2(c)) and
other conditions established in the environmental impact
statement or during its review and committed as part of
the decision shall be implemented by the lead agency or
other appropriate consenting agency.”

1421-038-001

1421-038-002
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1421-038-003 Comment noted.

1421-038-004, -005, and -006  BPA believes it has considered a
reasonable array of non-transmission alternatives,
including demand response programs, demand-side
management measures, local power generation, and the
availability of natural gas, solar and wind power as
alternative energy sources.  A study of non-transmission
alternatives was undertaken as a direct result of scoping
comments.

The examination of non-transmission alternatives was
comprehensive in that it examined the three broad
categories of measures: demand response, demand side
management and generation.  The measures were
looked at individually as well as packaged together to
take advantage of the best characteristics of each.  Please
see Appendix J.

1421-038-007 and -008  BPA is very concerned about the schedule for
this project and has not extended the comment period.

1421-038-003

1421-038-004

1421-038-005

1421-038-006

1421-038-007

1421-038-008

1421-038-002
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1421-039-001 and -002  Rebuilding the existing line to a double-circuit
line essentially provides no additional capacity to serve
the Puget Sound load. This is because BPA must plan for
an outage of the double-circuit line as required by the
North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC).
Whereas, if we build a single circuit line parallel to the
existing line, the NERC Criteria (and more specifically the
Western Electricity Coordination Council Criteria) does
not require us to consider the outage of both single-
circuit lines.  See also response to Comment 1459-009.

1421-040-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-039-001

1421-040-001

1421-040-002

1421-039-002
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1421-040-003

1421-040-004

1421-040-005

1421-040-006

1421-039-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.

1421-039-006, -007, and -008  Comment noted.
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1421-040-006
1421-040-006, -007, and -008  Comment noted.

1421-041-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-040-007

1421-040-008

1421-041-001

1421-041-002
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1421-040-003 and -004  Comment noted.

1421-040-005 and -006  Comment noted.

1421-041-003

1421-041-004

1421-041-005

1421-041-006
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1421-042-001 There were several comments previously received
requesting BPA specifically study routes B and D as viable
alternatives to crossing the Cedar River Watershed. Those
comments came from the city of Seattle, Tribes and
environmental groups.  Alternatives B and D are
constructible, though very expensive.  They do present
their own environmental issues as indicated in the SDEIS.
Alternatives B and D, if not chosen for this project, could
still be used for some future transmission line project
currently not planned.

Please see response to comments 1421-032-001 and
1421-038-006.

1421-042-002 and -003  Comment noted.

The analysis of non-transmission alternatives (Appendix J)
does not reference and was not based on the Business
Plan EIS.

1421-041-006

1421-042-001

1421-042-003

1421-042-002
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1421-042-004, -005, and -006  The analysis of non-transmission
alternatives, Appendix J, examined six different economic
perspectives.  Ratepayer Impact Measure (RIM) -
Transmission Company, while important, was only one
of the measures.  See Appendix J, Section 3.  Even
assuming societal costs and benefits were the basis for a
decision, the non-construction alternatives can not meet
the need.  See response to Comment 1421-032-003.

1421-042-003

1421-042-004

1421-042-005
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1421-042-006

1421-043-001

1421-043-003

1421-043-002

1421-043-001, -002, and -003  Comment noted.
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1421-043-004 and -005  Comment noted.

1421-043-006 and -007  Comment noted.

1421-043-008 Comment noted.

1421-043-003

1421-043-004

1421-043-005

1421-043-006

1421-043-007

1421-043-008

1421-043-009
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1421-043-009 and -010  Comment noted.

1421-043-011 and -012  Comment noted.

1421-043-013 Such an option will not be studied because it is
unfeasible.  Pontoons would likely not support the heavy
towers and the whole project would be expensive even if
it were feasible.

1421-043-009

1421-043-010

1421-043-011

1421-043-012

1421-043-013

1421-044-001
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1421-044-001

1421-044-002

1421-044-003

1421-045-001

1421-044-001, -002, and  -003  Comment noted.

421-045-001 and -002  Comment noted.
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1421-045-001

1421-045-002

1421-045-003

1421-045-004

1421-045-005

1421-045-006

1421-046-001

1421-045-003, -004, -005, and -006  Please see response to Comment
1420-001-002.

1421-046-001 Comment noted.
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1421-046-001

1421-046-002

1421-046-003

1421-046-004

1421-046-005

1421-046-002 and -003  Both Camp Waskowitz and the Cedar River
Municipal Watershed have major BPA transmission lines
located within their boundaries, and both would be
impacted by project alternatives i.e., 1-4B would impact
the CRMW, and Alternatives B and D would impact
Camp Waskowitz.  Should BPA select any of these
alternatives, it would work with the landowner to
minimize impacts.  See also response to Comment 1420-
005-001.

1421-046-004 and -005  Please see response to Comment 1420-001-002.
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1421-046-005

1421-046-006 Comment noted.

1421-047-001 Comment noted.

1421-046-006

1421-047-001
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1421-047-002 Comment noted.

1421-047-001

1421-047-002
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1421-047-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.

1421-048-001 Comment noted.

1421-047-003

1421-047-004

1421-047-005

1421-048-001
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1421-048-001
1421-048-001 BPA has received information from SPU:  “Landsburg

Raw (CPR-1) Turbidity Data (in pipeline downstream of
diversion) 1993 to 2001 - Daily Readings.”  In reviewing
this data we found there had been only one spike to 5
NTU on 12/29/96.  If BPA decides to build this project,
BPA plans to monitor water conditions in the vicinity of
the project.
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1421-049-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1421-049-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.

1421-048-001

1421-049-001

1421-049-002

1421-049-003

1421-049-004
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1421-049-006 Comment noted.

1421-049-004

1421-049-005

1421-049-006

1421-049-006 Comment noted.



3-226

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1421-050-001 Comment noted.

1421-049-006

1421-050-001
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1421-050-002 Comment noted.

1421-050-003 and -004  Comment noted.

1421-050-001

1421-050-002

1421-050-003

1421-050-004
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1421-051-001 To date, our environmental studies, including the EIS, draft
and supplemental DEISs, and final EIS have exceeded $1
million.  The funds to pay for these costs come from BPA’s
customers, since BPA is self-financed.  BPA does not
receive the appropriations that other government
agencies typically receive, but recoups its operating and
maintenance costs through it rates.  The team that BPA
has retained to assist in the environmental analysis are
experts in their respective fields and were hired by BPA to
undertake an objective analysis of the environmental
impacts of the proposed alternatives.  Their impact
ratings were based on objective factors that were
identified for each resource, and are contained in their
technical study reports as well as in the EIS.  With respect
to BPA funding an independent review of the
environmental analysis that was undertaken for the
proposed project, BPA does not feel that this would be
necessary.

1421-050-004

1421-051-001

1421-051-001
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1421-051-001

1421-052-001

1421-052-001 See response to Comment 421-039-001.
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1421-053-001

1421-052-001

1421-053-002

1421-053-001 and -002  Comments noted.
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1421-053-002
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1421-054-001 Comment noted.

1421-054-001
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1421-055-001 The cost of adding to the currrently planned “filtration bug
killing plant” with a turbidity plant is $105 million
(estimated), which is what is currently being used for a
dollar figure.  The currently planned filtering plant will
not filter turbidity so that component would have to be
added on.

1421-054-001

1421-055-001

1421-056-001 Comment noted.

1421-056-001
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1421-056-001

1421-056-002

1421-056-002 The preferred alternative would reduce losses by
approximately 11 MW on peak.  This would result in
annual energy savings of 48,180,000 kWh, valued at
nearly $2 million per year.  This is cost-effective from a
total resource cost and societal perspective.  Retail
utilities and others who use the BPA transmission system
return energy losses to BPA.  Therefore the retail utilities,
and their consumers, would benefit.  It does not make
money for BPA.
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1422-001-001 This is discussed in Appendix H.  For security reasons,
parties must sign a nondisclosure agreement to receive a
copy of Appendix H.

1422-001-001

1422-002-001

1422-002-001 BPA negotiated with British Columbia for more than 10
years to develop the details of the Treaty power return.
The March 29, 1999, Entity Agreements codify the
obligations.  See Appendix I for a description of the
Treaty.  While there have been ongoing discussions
between BPA and Powerex at all levels, no new
agreement was reached.  The Canadians are entitled to
have the power returned to meet their own needs.
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1422-002-002

1422-002-002 See response to Comment 1422-002-001. If you take a
look at the Puget Sound Area load bar graph in the EIS
you will notice that if the Canadian Treaty return is
eliminated (the purple part at the top of the bar graph,
page 1-5) the need for the project only changes by two
years, from 2004 to 2006.

1422-003-001
1422-003-001 Terms of the High Ross agreement are incorporated into

the planning studies.  The High Ross return from Canada
slightly reduces the power flowing from south to north.
The amount of demand response required is much larger
than utility programs have achieved in the past.  See
response to Comment 1421-032-003.  The short time
makes it even less likely that these large amounts can be
found.

1422-003-001
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1422-003-001

1422-004-001

1422-004-001 The Puget Sound Area Load Curtailment Plan is still in
place.
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1422-004-001

1422-005-001 1422-005-001 For the winter of 2003-04, 381 MW of load reduction
or additional generation within the Puget Sound Area is
required.  Two years later, the amount increases to 841
MW.  See Appendix J, Section 2.4.

1422-004-001 Retail utilities will likely take whatever steps are needed,
including load curtailment, to avoid an area-wide
blackout.
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1422-006-001

1422-006-001 Transmission customers return energy losses to BPA - the
costs are not included in the rates.  Therefore, the savings
are not included in the Ratepayer Impact Measure (RIM)
- Transmission Company Cost Test.  The savings are
considered in the Total Resource Cost (TRC) Cost Test
and Societal Cost Test.  See Appendix J, Section 3.1.
Because the loss savings are a benefit to consumers that
offsets the cost of the line, under the latter two measures
the savings would reduce the incentives available for
non-transmission alternatives.
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1429-001-001

1429-001-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1429-001-002

1429-002-001

1429-003-001

1429-002-001 Seattle has given BPA its comments in meetings and in
writing.  People concerned about commenting about the
alternatives can come to BPA’s public meetings, write to
BPA, comment to their elected officials (local, state, and
congressional) and write the Mayor of Seattle.  BPA will
study all the comments and use those comments along
with the information in the EIS to make a decision.

1429-003-001 Comment noted.

The activities that you describe taking place on your
property involve criminal trespass (illegal dumping,
performing unwanted recreational activities and holding
parties), and should be pursued by the County Sheriff’s
Office.  Any help you could obtain for law enforcement,
such as license plate numbers, names/address from any
discarded mail, pictures and/or typical times of
occurrence would aid law enforcement in arresting those
who are responsible.
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1429-003-001

1429-004-001 See response to Comment 1429-002-001.

1429-004-001
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1429-005-001 Alternative A consists mainly of three parts:  One part
goes from Covington to the north where an existing line
would be taken down and replaced with a new double-
circuit line, which would carry both the existing line and
the new line.  Part two goes around the existing BPA
substation with new right-of-way and would require
removing some homes.  Part three would be between
Kangley and Covington where there is an existing vacant
right-of-way available where the new line could be
constructed.  You are referring to Part three where the
new line could occupy vacant right-of-way that has been
vacant for many years.  BPA recognizes a new line within
this vacant right-of-way would have high impacts to
adjacent homeowners.

1429-005-001
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1429-005-001
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1429-006-001 The existing line on the Cedar River Watershed was built
in the late 1960s and has served load growth in the area
for nearly 35 years.  The new line should serve the area
for at least another 30 years and maybe longer
depending on the availability of new power generation
technologies.

1429-006-001
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1429-007-002

1429-007-001

1429-007-001 and -002  Comment noted.
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1429-007-002

1429-007-003

1429-007-004

1429-007-003 and -004  Due to the height of the trees within the proposed
right-of-way, very few trees can remain within the 150'
right-of-way with the exception of very deep drainages
and canyons.  For the selection of danger trees outside of
the right-of-way, the stable tree criteria would be used on
all properties along the preferred route.  Trees that were
deemed not to pose a threat to the new transmission line
would be left.  Consideration is given when danger trees
are selected to impacts regarding landowners from this
clearing.
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1429-007-005

1429-007-005 See response to Comment 1429-007-003.
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1429-008-001

1429-008-001 Comment noted.

1429-008-002 and -003  Comment noted.

1429-008-004 Comment noted.

1429-008-002

1429-008-003

1429-008-004

1429-007-005
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1429-008-005 Comment noted.

1429-008-004

1429-008-005
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1429-008-005

1429-008-006 Comment noted.

1429-008-006
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1429-009-001 BPA appreciates the feedback.  We wanted to put the
SDEIS on our web page, but BPA’s security office
suggested that we not do so.  We hope that we are
allowed to put these documents on our Web site in the
future.

1429-009-002 Comment noted.

1429-008-006

1429-009-001

1429-009-002
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1429-009-003 Please see response to comments 1415-003, -004,
and -005.

1429-009-004 Please see response to Comment 1415-006.

1429-009-005 Please see response to Comment 1420-001-002.

1429-009-002

1429-009-003

1429-009-004

1429-009-005
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1429-009-005

1429-010-001

1429-010-002

1429-010-001 and -002  Comment noted.
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1429-010-002

1429-011-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1429-011-003, -004, and -005  Comment noted.

1429-011-006 and -007  Comment noted.

1429-011-001

1429-011-002

1429-011-003

1429-011-006

1429-011-004

1429-011-005
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1429-011-006

1429-011-007

1429-011-008

1429-011-008 Comment noted.
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1429-011-009
1429-011-009 and -010  Comment noted.

1429-011-011 and -012  Wildlife habitat is important inside and outside the
CRW.  The area inside the CRW does have a Habitat
Conservation Plan approved by USFWS and NMFS.  BPA would
also seek to minimize impacts to the wildlife habitat outside the
CRW by minimizing clearing and construction particularly near
and across streams and rivers.  As noted in the SDEIS, BPA has
labeled Alternative 1 as the preferred route recognizing the
ability to mitigate impacts to the wildlife inside the CRW and
the impacts to people and wildlife outside the CRW.  See Table
2-3 for comparisons.

1429-011-013 and -014  Comment noted.

1429-012-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1429-011-010

1429-011-012

1429-011-014

1429-011-013

1429-011-011

1429-012-001

1429-012-002
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1429-012-003

1429-012-004

1429-012-005

1429-013-001

1429-012-003 and -004  Comment noted.

1429-012-005 Comment noted.

1429-013-001 Comment noted.
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1429-013-001

1429-013-001

1429-013-001  BPA apologizes for the disruption that this project has
caused people along the project routes.  It is our intent to
treat people fairly and with respect.
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1429-013-002 and -003  BPA apologizes for the disruption that this
project has caused people along the project routes.  It is our
intent to treat people fairly and with respect.  Please refer to
Section 4.11.2.5, Community Values and Concerns, Property
Value Impact.  If you are aware of any sales in your area that
are comparable to your property, please send them to BPA
and our appraisal staff will investigate them for comparability.

1429-013-001

1429-013-002
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1429-013-003
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1429-013-003

1429-014-001

1429-014-002

1429-014-003

1429-014-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1429-014-003 Comment noted.
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1429-014-003

1429-014-004 and -005  BPA has determined that the proposed 500-kV
transmission line would require a right-of-way 150 feet
wide, along with necessary access roads.  If the Record of
Decision identifies that a route, other than the current
preferred route were to be selected, it would not be
possible to construct this year.  Many activities including
specific surveys, design, additional environmental
analysis, appraisals as well as negotiations for land rights
with landowners would need to be completed.

1429-014-006 Comment noted.

1429-015-001 Comment noted.

1429-014-004

1429-014-005

1429-014-006

1429-015-001
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1429-015-001

1429-016-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1429-016-001

1429-016-002
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1429-016-003 and -004  Comment noted.

1429-016-005 Comment noted.

1429-016-006, 007, and 008  Comment noted.

1429-016-009 BPA is following the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
protocols for surveying for the northern spotted owls.
Those surveys call for surveys to be conducted over a
two-year period during the nesting period of the spotted
owl (March 15th through June 15th), unless the project
would be constructed in the year the first survey would
be conducted.  Surveys were conducted during the
nesting period in 2002, and they are scheduled for 2003
as well.  If any spotted owls are identified, BPA would
comply with timing restrictions so as not to disturb the
protected species.

1429-016-003

1429-016-004

1429-016-005

1429-016-007

1429-016-008

1429-016-009

1429-016-006
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1429-016-009

1429-016-010

1429-016-010 Comment noted.
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1429-016-010

1429-036-001

1429-036-001 Comment noted.
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1429-036-002
1429-036-002 and -003  Comment noted.

1429-036-004 Comment noted.

1429-036-003

1429-036-004
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1429-017-001

1429-017-002

1429-017-001 See response to Comment 1429-013-002.

1429-017-002 and -003  BPA apologizes for the disruption that this
project has caused people along the project routes.  It is
our intent to treat people fairly and with respect.  We
have offered to buy the lot and house in an effort to
negotiate an agreement.  We do not have authority to
condemn more property than is needed for the
transmission project.  We can condemn only the
necessary right of way.  Our measurements indicate that
the house would be approximately 18 feet from the
outer edge of the right of way and approximately 71 feet
from the nearest conductor of the power line, if the line
is built.
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1429-017-002

1429-017-003

1429-017-004 and -005  See response to Comment 1429-013-002.

1429-018-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1429-017-004

1429-017-005

1429-018-001
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1429-018-002

1429-018-003

1429-018-003 and -004  Comment noted.

1429-019-001 and -002  See response to Comment 1429-013-002.

1429-018-004

1429-019-001
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1429-019-001

1429-019-002
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1429-020-001
1429-020-001 BPA’s offer is based on either a staff appraisal, or a contract

appraisal.  BPA’s contract appraisers must be certified in
the state where the property to be appraised is located.
BPA’s staff appraisers are not required to be state certified,
but have chosen to be certified in at least one of the states
within BPA’s service area.  Both BPA’s contract appraisers
and staff appraisers must adhere to the “Uniform
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practices,” as well as
the “Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land
Acquisitions.”  BPA requires that any contract appraiser be
state certified and maintain a positive professional
reputation, and must be familiar with the property types
being appraised.
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1429-020-002

1429-020-001

1429-020-003

1429-020-002 and -003  The language in the transmission line easement
document identifies what can be constructed.  If the rights
have already been acquired with the original easement,
no additional compensation will be offered.
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1429-021-001 The BPA staff appraisers have reviewed the Kangley-Echo
Lake Project appraisals with a value of $25,000 per acre
for rural residential home sites.  We could not find a
discrepancy as far as a value of $25,000 per acre.
However, on the appraisal summary table, there is a
“total value of property,” including land and
improvements.  The value per acre could be
misconstrued if the value of the improvements was not
itemized separately from the land.  The total property
value includes land, improvements (if any),
uneconomical remnants (if any), timber, etc.  If you
would like to review the appraisal prepared for the
landrights needed by BPA on your property, BPA’s
appraisal staff is available to answer any of your
questions.

1429-021-001
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1429-021-001
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1429-021-001

1429-021-001

1429-021-001
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1429-021-001

1429-021-001

1429-021-002

1429-021-002 Comment noted.
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1429-021-002

1429-021-002



3-289

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1429-022-001

1429-022-001

1429-022-001 BPA is allowing 45 days for public/agency review of the
SDEIS.  We acknowledge that the document contains a
lot of information, and that an EIS consists of two
documents i.e., the draft and final EISs.
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1429-023-001

1429-023-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1429-024-001 After the FEIS is released, people can comment on the
FEIS, but there is no formal comment period.  Comments
received on the FEIS are summarized in the Record of
Decision.

1429-023-002

1429-024-001
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1429-025-001
1429-025-001 Yes.

1429-026-001 Typically the preferred alternative is the alternative
implemented if an alternative other than no action is
chosen, but the agency could pick a different alternative
based on comments received and other circumstances.1429-026-001
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1429-027-001 Alternative 2 was originally suggested as an alternative
because it avoids existing homes.  The city of Seattle,
prefers that if a line has to cross the CRW, that it be  next
to the existing 500-kV line to minimize the overall
impacts to the CRW.  Alternative 1 is next to the existing
line.

1429-027-001
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1429-028-001 Homes can be built adjacent to the transmission line right-
of-way.  The existing right-of-way you are referring to is
150 feet wide and is wide enough for the new line.
Transmission lines are usually constructed in the middle of
the right-of-way.  That means homes need to be at least 75
feet from the center of the lines to be outside the right-of-
way.

1429-028-001
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1429-029-001 The location of the airport was identified in the Land
Use, Recreation, Transportation Technical Study Report
in Appendix L, and identified on Figure 13 in that report.
The Crest Airpark appears to be located approximately 3/
4 mile south of Alternative A, at is closest point.  The EIS
concluded that since the towers would be less than 200
feet high, that they would not enter navigable airspace,
therefore, Alternative A would have no long-term impact
on this or any other airport in the vicinity of the project.

1429-029-001
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1429-030-001 and -002  BPA supports the use of fuel cells and other
distributed generation alternatives to meet future power
needs.  BPA's Energy Efficiency Organization has two
programs to promote these technologies.  The first is the
Energy Web, which integrates the utility electrical system,
telecommunications system, and the energy market to
optimize loads on the electrical network, reduce costs to
consumers and utilities, facilitate the integration of
renewable resources, increase electrical system reliability
and reduce environmental impacts of load growth.

The second is BPA’s Fuel Cell Development Program,
which has the goal of accelerating the commercial
availability of residential-scale fuel cell systems to meet
the distributed power needs of our customers.  Because
they generate clean, efficient, environmentally-friendly
power, fuel cells are a promising source of
supplementary electricity to meet future demands.
Potential applications include: on-site generation in
remote locations, solving power quality or reliability
problems, improving system efficiencies where both
electricity and hot water are needed, offsetting the need
to build new power lines and other applications where
environmental impact is the focus.  While fuel cells have
great potential, they'll need a few more breakthroughs
before they can reliably and cost-effectively defer
transmission upgrades.

1429-029-001

1429-030-001

1429-030-002
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1429-030-002
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1429-031-001

1429-031-002

1429-032-001

1429-033-001

1429-034-001

1429-035-001

1429-035-002

 1429-031-001 and -002  When BPA acquires rights-of-way for its
transmission facilities, they are not made available for
public use.  Sometimes landowners and BPA can work
together to place gates across access roads that BPA uses
to access its transmission facilities.

1429-032-001 Comment noted.

1429-033-001 Comment noted.

1429-034-001 The landowner needs to continue with their planning
and construction.  If BPA were to chose a route that
would directly impact a residence, then BPA would pay
for the value of the home at that time.  Improvements to
the home would increase its value and BPA would pay
for that fair market value.

1429-035-001 and -002  Comment noted.
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1430-001-001

1430-001-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1430-002-001 Comment noted.

1430-003-001 This assumption is incorrect.  BPA has conducted its
environmental review on 9 build alternatives, a non-
transmission alternative and a no action alternative.
BPA’s Administrator will select one of these alternatives at
the conclusion of the environmental review, currently
expected in July 2003.  The administrator is expected to
make his decision on the project sometime in August.

1430-002-001

1430-001-002

1430-003-001
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1430-003-002 and -003  BPA does not rank the options in that way.  It
would have to take a look at all the factors to determine
the next likely option.  Table 2-3 compares all the
options, including cost.

1430-003-002

1430-003-003
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1430-003-004 See responses to Comments 1430-003-002 and -003 and
1429-020-001.

1430-004-001 People can comment on the final EIS, but no public
meetings will be held.  BPA has 30 days after the final
before the Administrator can sign a Record of Decision,
which will designate BPA’s decision about the project.
BPA will notify the public of the decision.

1430-003-004

1430-004-001



3-305

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1430-004-001 BPA can comment on the final EIS, but no public
meetings will be held.  BPA has 30 days after the final
before they can sign a Record of Decision, which will
designate BPA decision about the project.  BPA will notify
the public of the decision.

1430-004-001

1430-004-001



3-306

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1430-004-002

1430-004-002

1430-004-002 Please see response to Comment 1430-004-001.



3-307

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1430-004-003 Comment noted.

1430-004-002

1430-004-003

1430-004-003
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1430-004-004 BPA has identified Alternative 1 as the proposed route for
this line.  BPA is willing to take the risk to survey and
acquire land rights along Alternative 1 so that the line
could be constructed after the Record of Decision, with as
little delay for energization as possible.  BPA acknowledges
that the final decision will not be made until the Record of
Decision, which is scheduled for August 2003.  If the
decision is made to choose another route, then
energization would be delayed by several years.

1430-004-003

1430-004-004
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1430-004-004
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1430-005-001 Comment noted.

1430-005-001
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1430-005-002 Comment noted.

1430-005-001

1430-005-002
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1430-005-003 Comment noted.  BPA’s tower design standards exceed
seismic loading standards so our towers will withstand
earthquakes.

1430-006-001 Comment noted.

1430-005-002

1430-006-001

1430-005-003
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1430-006-002 and -003  Comment noted.

1430-006-004 Comment noted.

1430-006-002

1430-006-001

1430-006-003

1430-006-004
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1430-006-005 Comment noted.

1430-006-006 and -007  Comment noted.

1430-006-004

1430-006-005

1430-006-006

1430-006-007
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1430-006-007

1430-007-001

1430-007-002

1430-007-003

1430-007-001 Comment noted.

1430-007-002 Comment noted.

1430-007-003 Comment noted.
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1430-007-003

1430-007-004 Comment noted.

1430-007-004
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1430-007-005 See response to Comments 1429-013-002.

1430-007-005

1430-007-004
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1430-007-005

1430-007-005 BPA staff appraisers are not required to be state certified.
However, all BPA staff appraisers have chosen to be state
certified in at least one of the states within BPA’s service
area.  BPA appraisers follow the Uniform Standards of
Professional Appraisal Practices and follow all applicable
federal guidelines.  Also see response to Comment
1429-021-001.

1430-007-005 See response to Comments 1429-013-002.  BPA did not
agree with the conclusion of value presented by the
appraiser that you hired.  If you would like to discuss the
differences in the appraisals with BPA’s staff appraisers,
please contact us.
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1430-007-005

1430-007-005 BPA apologizes for the disruption that this project has
caused people along the project routes.  It is our intent to
treat people fairly and with respect.
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1430-007-005

1430-008-001

1430-008-001 BPA must follow Public Law 91-646, 49 CFR Part 24, as
well as the federal acquisition guidelines.
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1430-008-001

1430-009-001

1430-009-001 and -002  See responses to Comments 1429-013-002
and 1430-008-001.



3-322

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1430-009-002

1430-009-003 BPA has contracted for an appraisal of your property
with a local appraiser.  Upon receipt, we will be in a
position to make you an offer on your property.  BPA has
been negotiating with other landowners along the
preferred route for options to purchase transmission line
easements, since the decision has not been made to
construct.

1430-009-004 Comment noted.

1430-010-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1430-009-003

1430-009-004

1430-010-001

1430-010-002
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1430-010-003 Comment noted.

1430-010-004, -005, and -006  BPA has an option to purchase 640 acres
from Plum Creek immediately south of the watershed in
the Kangley/Selleck area.  This property could be divided
into 20 acre parcels.  BPA would prevent commercial or
residential development on this property if it is acquired.

1430-010-002

1430-010-003

1430-010-004



3-324

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1430-010-007 and -008  Comment noted.

1430-010-009 Comment noted.

1430-010-005

1430-010-006

1430-010-009

1430-010-007

1430-010-008
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1430-010-010 and -011  All alternatives would receive the appropriate
level of environmental mitigation.  On the watershed, the
issue is associated with surface drinking water for the city
of Seattle and some other local communities, along with
the potential of Seattle needing to install an expensive
turbidity filtration plant as a result of excessive amounts of
turbidity caused by construction of this project.  In
addition the watershed has a Habitat Conservation Plan
established with the USFWS and NMFS.  This project
needs to mitigate for potential impacts to the HCP.  Private
properties also have environmental concerns which BPA
would address locally on that property, such as minimizing
impacts to wells used for drinking water and minimizing
impacts to creeks used by endangered fish species by
keeping low-growing vegetation.  Concerning where the
funds come from for the purchase of lands to mitigate
impacts to the watershed, those funds will be from BPA.
BPA would likely buy more property than is necessary and
would be selling those remaining portions.  BPA is looking
at other agencies to see if they would be interested in
purchasing those remaining portions from BPA with
whatever fund they have available, which may be from
conservation funds.

1430-010-012 Comment noted.

1430-011-001 Comment noted.

1430-010-009

1430-010-010

1430-011-001

1430-010-011

1430-010-012
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1430-012-001 Comment noted.

1430-013-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1430-011-001

1430-012-001

1430-013-001
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1430-013-003 and -004  Comment noted.

1430-013-005 Comment noted.

1430-013-001

1430-013-003

1430-013-005

1430-013-004

1430-013-002
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1430-013-006 BPA has looked at the potential mitigation costs needed
for all the alternatives and those costs are reflected in the
overall costs depicted for each alternative as stated in the
SDEIS.  The SDEIS has already acknowledged that those
alternatives outside the CRW would be more expensive
than the preferred alternative.

1430-013-005

1430-013-006
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1430-013-007 Comment noted.

1430-014-001 Comment noted.

1430-013-006

1430-013-007

1430-014-001
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1430-014-001
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1430-014-001

1430-015-001

1430-015-003

1430-015-002

1430-015-003

1430-015-001 and -002  You may want to contact your local taxing
authority(ies) and provide them with a copy of BPA’s
easement document, and inquire whether a reduction in
your property taxes is possible.

1430-015-003 The costs would be about $10 to $13 million more than
conventional construction including special designs and
construction techniques and purchasing properties.
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1430-015-003

1430-015-004 BPA’s Administrator will make the decision on this project.

1430-016-001 and -002  Some discussions have taken place about
decommissioning roads.  Those discussions are continuing
and no commitment has been made.

1430-015-004

1430-016-001
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1430-016-002

1430-016-002

1430-017-001

1430-017-001 Comment noted.
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1430-017-001

1430-018-001

1430-018-001 Comment noted.

1430-018-001 Comment noted.



3-335

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1430-018-001

1430-018-001

1430-019-001

1430-019-001 and -002  BPA did take advantage of an opportunity to
acquire 350 acres from the Trust for Public Land.  The
preferred alternative crosses this parcel, it has potential
mitigation benefits, and can be resold if the decision is
not to construct this route.  See response to Comment
1429-013-002.
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1430-019-002

1430-020-001, -002, and -003  BPA has the power of eminent domain, or
the power to condemn.  BPA works closely with
landowners to come to a satisfactory agreement if
possible.  If negotiations are not successful, and the
decision has been made to construct a project, BPA
would use its power to condemn to secure the necessary
land rights.  This would apply to land rights needed from
any landowner along the route to be constructed,
including the City of Seattle, if the preferred route is
selected.  BPA generally requires six months to acquire
rights to property.

1430-020-001

1430-020-002

1430-020-003

1430-020-001
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1430-020-003

1430-021-001

1430-021-001

1430-021-001 The aluminum smelter at Kaiser is shut down and will be
dismantled.  The aluminum smelter process is
continuous in that bauxite is added while the finished
aluminum is being poured from the pot.  The pots must
be kept energized in order to keep the process going.
The conductors on our lines are all 2.5 inch or smaller.
The blue haze you see is corona, a result of the high
voltage stress around the conductors and hardware.  The
blue haze is not heat being given off by the line.
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1430-022-001 and -002  BPA does have the right of condemnation.  This
includes private properties and the city of Seattle.  Seattle
is aware of this.

1430-021-001

1430-022-001
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1430-022-001

1430-022-002
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1430-023-001 The public comments received on the DEIS and SDEIS
are in the FEIS.

1430-024-001 Comment noted.

1430-025-001 Comment noted.

1430-026-001 and -002  The SDEIS did not report the loss savings for all
of the alternatives.  However, we have the information
from studies.  The loss savings for the other alternatives
range from 4 to 11 MWs fewer losses than without the
project.

1430-023-001

1430-024-001

1430-025-001

1430-026-001
1430-026-002
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TOPIC COMMENT NUMBER

access roads 1487-002, 1487-006, 1487-020, 1487-024, 1447-009, 
1415-008, 1493-001, 1481-009

anadromous fish (sockeye, coho, 
chinook)
fisheries

1447-006, 1492-030, 1515-009, 1515-018, 1434-004, 
1487-013, 1485-003, 1403-001

aviation safety 1436-001
Canadian Treaty 1492-007
Cedar River pack trail 1487-030 thru 038

consistency with federal, state, and local 
laws and regulations 1492-037

consultation with tribes 1434-006, 1487-002, 1487-005, 1487-006, 1487-010, 
1487-039, 1487-046

cross-Cascade, cross-mountain line 1492-008

cultural resources 1492-039, 1487-006, 1487-022, 1487-024, 1487-026, 
1487-028, 1487-032, 1487-036, 1487-039

culverts 1487-013
cumulative effects 1487-006
deer and elk 1487-045, 1487-048, 1496-001
detail in analysis of alternatives 1492-018

drinking water - CRW
1492-032,033,034, 035;
1400-001, 1415-006, 1484-005, 1485-007, 008; 
1496-001, 1527-024 

drinking water - Kent 1447-002, 009, 010, 011; 
1492-032, 033, 034; 

energy savings 1444-003, 1451-017
environmental justice 1487-006, 1487-036

groundwater contamination 1447-014, 015; 1493-001, 1492-032, 033, 034, 
1466-004

Habitat Conservation Plan, HCP 1515-016, 1487-010
hazardous spills, SWPPP 1492-032, 1466-004, 1483-001
health effects 1451-016, 1467-002
insurance policy for watershed 1459-007, 1481-003, 1481-011
King County code 1489-001, 1489-005, 1489-006, 1492-037
land use impacts 1529-002

landowner compensation 1395-001, 1441-002, 1443-002, 1474-003, 1493-001, 
1527-023, 1520-002

Landsburg Mine 1447-014

Chapter 3 Response to Comment Topics
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mitigation

1489-001, 1489-005, 1492-004, 1492-005, 1492-035, 
1434-004, 1487-006, 1487-018, 1527-024, 1529-001, 
1415-003, 1415-005, 1444-001, 1481-006, 1481-007, 
1484-005, 1485-008

noise 1390-003

non-transmission alternative 1425-006, 1482-003, 1488-004, 1530-001, 1423-002, 
1481-004

northern spotted owl 1481-006

noxious weeds 1434-003, 1485-009, 1491-004, 1491-034, 1481-005, 
1423-005

purpose and need 1492-006, 1481-005

Raging River 1515-014, 1403-001, 1415-006, 1423-005, 1485-008

renewable generation 1411-001
Rock Creek 1447-006
seismic standards 1409-001
socioeconomic impacts 1529-004

stream impacts 1447-006, 1489-003, 1489-005, 1487-010, 1426-007, 
1433-001 

system reliability 1492-009, 1459-009, 1485-007, 1485-008, 1423-005, 
1451-001

threatened and endangered species 1434-003, 1492-026, 1492-029, 1515-017
vandalism 1474-011

vegetation impacts 1515-014, 1515-016, 1487-006, 1487-048, 1492-026, 
1522-003, 1423-005, 1426-007, 1476-003

visual resources 1492-039, 1427-001, 1443-001, 1482-001
water purification plant 1400-001, 1481-011
wells 1493-001, 1466-004

wetlands
1447-009, 1498-001, 1489-001, 1492-015, 1492-018, 
1433-001, 1438-004, 1482-003, 1488-001, 1530-001, 
1415-003, 1423-005, 1426-007, 1426-002

wildlife 1477-013
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